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1. 


SELECTION  OF  CANDIDATE  MINISTRIES  FOR  STUDY 


1.1  Purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  survey  was  to  present  to  the  Steering  Committee  on 
Decentralization  of  Government  Administration,  several  candidate  Ministries 
from  which  two  or  three  would  be  selected  for  an  in-depth  feasibility  study 
to  ascertain  the  costs,  full  implications  and  benefits  of  relocating  work 
units  from  the  Queen's  Park  complex  to  other  municipalities  within  or 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 


1 .2  Evaluation  Criteria 

A  number  of  evaluation  criteria  were  developed  so  as  to  identify  those 
Toronto-based  Branches  of  Ministries  which  apparently  had  no  particular 
need  to  be  located  in  Toronto.  The  application  of  these  criteria  to  the 
activities  of  the  Toronto-based  work  units  of  each  Ministry  is  summarized 
in  Appendix  3.  Columns  (1)  to  (4),  inclusive,  contain  data  on  the  size 
of  the  Ministry  and  its  Toronto-based  Branches;  columns  (5)  through  (9) 
indicate  which  criteria  applied  (and  which  did  not  apply)  to  these  Toronto- 
based  Branches. 


1.2.1  Role  in  Policy  Development  Process  (Column  5) 


This  criterion  defined  the  relationship  of  Toronto-based  Ministry  activi¬ 
ties  to  the  overall  Government  policy  development  process  and  the  degree 
to  which  those  activities  were  integral  to  the  process.  In  essence,  it 
is  a  measure  of  the  degree  of  Ministry  involvement  in  originating  or 
contributing  to  the  development  of  broad  Government  policies  and  priori¬ 
ties.  In  any  case,  it  was  assumed  that  the  Minister  and  Deputy  Minister 
of  each  Ministry,  (including  the  "Main  Office"  staffs),  the  Cabinet  Office, 
the  Policy  Field  Secretariats ,  the  Management  Board  Secretariat  and  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  are  all  integral  to  policy-making  and  hence, 
would  remain  at  Queen's  Park. 


1.2.2  Client  Relationships  (Column  6) 

This  criterion  measured  the  degree  of  dependency  of  the  Toronto-based 
Branches  of  a  Ministry  on  extensive  person-to-person  relationships  with 
Toronto-based  client  groups  in  the  execution  of  the  Ministry's  activities. 
These  client  groups  could  be  other  Ministries,  other  levels  of  Government, 
or  specific  segments  of  the  private  sector.  It  should  also  be  noted  that 
the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  falls  within  this  special  category 
since  the  location  of  its  activities  is  dependent  on  the  location  of  those 
of  other  Ministries. 
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1.2.3  Relationship  to  Special  Facilities  or  Physical  Plant  (Column  7) 


This  criterion  delineated  the  degree  to  which  the  Toronto-based  activities 
of  a  Ministry  were  an  integral  part  of  the  operation  of  a  uniquely  situated 
physical  plant  or  dependent  on  special  facilities,  resources,  suppliers  or 
contractors  located  in  Toronto. 


1.2.4  Organizational  Study  in  Progress  (Column  8) 

A  number  of  Ministries  had  comprehensive  organization  studies  underway; 
hence,  the  Task  Force  did  not  wish  to  duplicate  those  efforts  with  similar 
reviews. 


1.2.5  Size  of  Staff  (Column  9) 

The  absolute  number  of  Ministry  staff  bas'ed  in  Toronto  and  attached  to 
Branches  without  a  field  organization,  was  used  as  an  indicator  as  to 
whether  a  particular  Ministry  might  be  suitable  for  pilot  study  iri  view 
of  the  scale  of  the  potential  economies  and  other  benefits  which  might 
be  obtained  through  relocation.  In  the  judgement  of  the  Task  Force, 
the  relative  size  of  the  staff  of  those  work  units  within  a  Ministry 
which  were  entirely  Toronto-based  compared  to  the  staff  of  units  which  had 
some  field  representation,  was  a  significant  factor  to  be  taken  into 
account  when  selecting  candidates  for  study. 

In  the  final  analysis,  the  application  of  these  or  any  criteria  and  their 
"weighting"  unavoidably  becomes  subjective  to  some  degree.  Nevertheless, 
even  while  recognizing  this  limitation,  the  use  of  some  type,  of  criteria 
did  provide  a  comparative  measure  between  Ministries. 

Accordingly,  after  applying  these  criteria,  a  number  of  Ministries  which 
could  be  studied  for  possible  relocation  outside  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
were  identified.  If,  however,  a  relocation  within  Metropolitan  Toronto 
were  to  be  the  prime  consideration,  then  the  selection  criteria,  "Role, 
in  Policy  Development  Process"  (Section  1.2.1)  and  "Client  Relationships" 
(Section  1.2.2)  would  not  apply  since  a  location  within  Metropolitan 
Toronto  would  meet  the  requirements  of  most  Ministries. 

Nevertheless,  it  was  believed,  and  later  confirmed,  that  most  Ministries 
would  contain  work  units  eligible  for  relocation  to  other  municipalities 
or  within,  or  adjacent  to,  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 


1.3  Ministries  Selected 

Application  of  the  criteria  indicated  that  on  a  broad  over-all  basis,  the 
following  Ministries  or  agencies  had  the  greatest  potential  for  relocation 
study: 
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-  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 

-  Ministry  of  the  Environment 

-  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 

-  Ministry  of  Revenue 

-  Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan  (Ministry  of  Health) 

None  of  the  above  Ministries  was  disqualified  on  the  basis  of  the  criteria 
initially  applied  and  described  above.  However,  in  two  of  these  five 
Ministries,  the  complement  of  the  Toronto-based  Branches  constituted  only 
a  relatively  small  percentage  of  the  total  Ministry  complement.  Those 
organizations,  along  with  the  percentage  of  their  total  complement  attached 
to  entirely  Toronto-based  work  units  are  as  follows: 

Ministry  of  Revenue  17% 

Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan  13% 

Accordingly,  the  three  prime  candidates  for  the  Work  Unit  Relocation  Study 
were  the  following: 

-  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 

-  Ministry  of  the  Environment 

-  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 

The  Steering  Committee  selected  two  candidate  Ministries  from  this  listing 
for  in-depth  studies.  These  were: 

-  The  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services,  and 

-  The  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources. 
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2. 


CONCEPTUAL  DERIVATION  FOR  WORK  UNIT  RELOCATION 


One  of  the  first  tasks  in  the  derivation  of  this  methodology  was  to 
define  what  was  meant  by  the  term  "work  unit".  The  second  task  was 
to  define  the  arguments  for  and  against  a  potential  relocation  of 
this  work  unit  from  central  Toronto  or  the  Queen's  Park  complex,  to 
locations  elsewhere  within  Metropolitan  Toronto  or  its  environs  or 
to  other  municipalities. 

The  basic  tenet  of  the  argument  against  relocation  is  that  it  disrupts 
established  communications.  If  two  people  or  groups  which  meet  fre¬ 
quently  are  separated,  it  is  likely  that  an  additional  cost  would  be 
incurred  corresponding  to  some  combination  of  the  increased  cost  of 
transportation  and  time  in  holding  meetings,  and  the  reduced  operational 
effectiveness  resulting  from  the  interference  with  existing  communica¬ 
tions  channels.  The  United  Kingdom  study  on  work  unit  relocation*  used 
this  concept  in  the  analysis  of  communications  and  concluded  that  face- 
to-face  communication  was  the  most  important  factor.  The  result  was 
that  face-to-face  communication  was  chosen  by  the  Task  Force  as  the 
basic  measuring  unit. 

Face-to-face  communication  can  be  readily  quantified,  and  expressed  as 
a  numerical  value.  However,  there  are  subjective  elements  which  exert 
an  influence  on  this  factor  and  being  subjective,  these  elements  were 
largely  non-quantifiabl e.  Accordingly,  a  two-stage  process  was  defined 
(ref.  Appendix  4)  to  select  potential  candidates  for  relocation,  wherein 
the  numerical  elements  were  considered  first,  and  secondly,  the  subjec¬ 
tive  or  non-quantifiable  elements  were  considered.  The  work  units  that 
successfully  passed  through  the  two  sets  of  evaluation  criteria  would 
form  the  list  of  candidates  for  relocation,  in  order  of  decreasing 
potential . 

At  this  time,  no  attempt  was  made  to  try  to  analyze  the  "need"  for  face- 
to-face  communication  due  to  the  critical  time  constraints  imposed  on  the 
study.  Also,  in  this  regard,  no  attempt  to  evaluate  the  paper  flow  in 
the  operating  system  was  undertaken.  Certainly  for  an  in-depth  analysis 
of  communication,  information  on  factors  such  as  telephone,  paper,  and 
face-to-face  communications  would  need  to  be  collected  and  analyzed  over 
an  extended  period  of  time  for  any  specific  work  unit  being  studied. 


*  NOTE :  The  Location  of  Government:  Report  by  Management  Services  (OR) 
Division,  Civil  Service  Department,  Reference  MS(0R)8/9/01 
(United  Kingdom). 
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3.  WORK  UNIT  CANDIDATE  SELECTION 


3. 1  Communications  Survey 

The  conceptual  derivation  for  work  unit  relocation  determined  that  face- 
to-face  communication  was  the  most  important  single  factor  in  determining 
a  work  unit's  potential  for  relocation.  It  then  remained  to  define  for 
each  Ministry,  what  comprised  a  work  unit,  how  to  uniquely  identify  each 
unit,  to  collect  data  on  existing  communication  patterns  and  lastly,  to 
analyze  this  data. 

The  decision  to  use  a  numerical  criterion  as  the  first  work  unit  selection 
factor  resulted  in  the  use  of  "frequency  of  contact"  as  the  unit  of 
measure  for  communication  analysis  since  this  factor  was  readily  obtainable 
in  numerical  form.  Also,  being  purely  numerical,  it  can  be  aggregated  by 
work  unit  to  represent  group  patterns  of  communications.  By  measuring 
frequency  of  contact,  an  immediate  indication  of  the  strength  of  communi¬ 
cation  links  can  be  obtained.  This  factor,  when  used  in  conjunction  with 
a  numerical  index  designating  the  "level"  of  contact  within  the  Ministry, 
can  also  be  used  to  ascribe  an  implicit  value  to  each  communication  con¬ 
tact  as  shown  below: 


Contact  Level 

Index 

Mini ster 

7 

points 

Deputy  Minister 

6 

points 

Assistant  Deputy  Minister 

5 

points 

Executive  Director 

4 

points 

Di rector 

3 

points 

Section  Supervisor 

2 

points 

Other 

1 

point 

The  data  collection  technique  chosen  was  a  questionnaire,  to  be  completed 
by  staff  within  each  work  unit.  This  would  define  each  individual's  com¬ 
munication  pattern  in  terms  of  the  frequency  of  self-initiated  face-to- 
face  contacts  per  month.  The  minimum  communication  counted  was  one  contact 
per  month,  with  an  indication  of  the  average  number  of  contacts  and  the 
peak  number  of  contacts  per  month.  These  contacts  included  both  intra- 
Ministry  communication  and  external  communication,  the  latter  being  contacts 
with  such  groups  as  other  Government  Ministries  and  agencies,  the  public. 
Federal  agencies.  Municipal  organizations  and  special  interest  groups. 

The  approach  taken  in  adrnini stering  the  data  collection  survey  was  to  have 
the  Ministry  appoint  a  liaison  officer  from  each  Branch  to  distribute  the 
questionnaire  and  supervise  its  completion.  The  Task  Force  then  met  with 
the  liaison  officers  to  explain  the  questionnaire  in  detail  and  its 
completion  by  individuals  of  the  Branch. 
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3.1.1  Definition  of  a  Work  Unit 


The  definition  of  a  work  unit,  as  determined  by  the  Task  Force,  was  that 
it  represented  a  group  of  people,  often  located  together  physically  and 
functionally  related  by  program  delivery  and  responsibility  considerations. 
Each  Ministry  was  asked,  to  define  the  work  units  within  each  Branch  or 
Division.  No  restrictions  as  to  size  or  responsibility  limits  were  im¬ 
posed.  Also,  the  number  of  people  to  be  included  in  the  work  unit  was 
completely  variable.  The  one  constraint  applied  for  ease  of  identification 
was  that  the  smallest  work  unit  considered  would  be  a  Section  of  a  Branch. 


3.1.2  Identification  of  Work  Units 

To  begin  with,  a  list  of  the  work  units  within  each  Branch  of  the  Ministry, 
along  with  the  name  of  the  supervisor  in  charge,  was  obtained.  A  coding 
structure  was  then  designed  to  uniquely  identify  each  Ministry,  Branch 
within  a  Ministry  and  Section  within  a  Branch  by  means  of  a  unique  six¬ 
digit  identification  code.  (Appendices  5  and  6).  Each  contact  outside  the 
Ministry  was  assigned  a  unique  two-digit  code  (Appendix  7). 

This  numerical  coding  enabled  the  collected  data  to  be  processed  and 
tabulated  by  a  computer. 


3.1.3  Questionnaire  Design 

The  documents  to  be  used  in  the  data  gathering  survey  were  presented  as 
a  'package',  complete  with  instructions,  the  questionnaire  forms  and  a 
Contact  Code  Reference  List  for  the  Ministry  being  surveyed  (Appendix  8). 

Each  recipient  of  the  questionnaire  was  assigned  a  unique  two-digit  identi¬ 
fication  code  which  was  to  be  used  by  the  liaison  officer  to  monitor  the 
completion  and  return  of  the  form.  A  Survey  Summary  Sheet  (Appendix  9)  was 
provided  to  the  liaison  officer  for  control  of  distribution  and  recording 
of  returns.  The  two-digit  recipient  code  when  combined  with  the  identity 
code  of  the  work  unit,  resulted  in  a  unique  eight-digit  code,  suitable  for 
numerical  sorting  and  tabulating  while  retaining  the  work  unit  identity 
throughout. 

The  form  for  collecting  i ntra-Ministry  communication  data,  Form  "A",  was 
designed  to  enable  the  respondent  to  record  the  person  or  work  unit  being 
contacted  and,  using  the  Contact  Code  Reference  List  as  a  guide,  to  assign 
the  codes  for  future  data  processing.  The  respondent  would  then  complete 
the  required  information:  i.e.,  face-to-face  contact  frequency,  organiza¬ 
tional  level  contacted,  average  and  peak  contact  frequency,  location  where 
the  contact  occurred,  and  the  telephone  contact  average  and  peak  levels. 

This  data  then  formed  a  complete  record  of  the  communications  pattern  of  the 
individual . 
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Data  on  inter-Ministry  communications  were  collected  on  Form  "B“  of  the 
questionnaire.  This  form  was  identical  to  Form  "A"  except  that  the 
identity  code  for  the  persons  or  groups  being  contacted  was  two  digits 
(ref.  Appendix  7)  rather  than  the  six  digits  used  for  the  intra-Ministry 
contacts  (ref.  Appendices  5  and  6). 

A  category  of  contacts  not  previously  defined  related  to  the  respondent's 
membership  on  committees  and  councils.  This  field  of  contacts  was  not 
coded  initially  because  the  Task  Force  had  no  prior  knowledge  of  what 
these  committees  might  be.  The  form  of  the  data  collection  thus  became  a 
listing  of  the  committees  in  which  the  respondent  had  involvement  and  the 
annual  frequency  of  contact  (ref.  Appendix  10,  Form  "C"). 


3.1.4  Computer  Edit  Program 

A  computer  edit  program  was  designed  to  validate  the  collected  data  after 
it  had  been  keypunched.  Because  of  the  volume  of  the  data  collected  and 
the  variety  of  respondent  errors  possible,  a  computer  edit  program  was 
considered  as  mandatory.  The  edit  program  checked  each  card  punched  for 
errors  according  to  a  series  of  rules  (Appendix  11).  One  or  more  errors 
in  this  card  would  result  in  the  card  being  rejected  and  printed  on  an 
error  list  with  an  explanation  of  what  the  logical  error  was.  The  Study 
Task  Force  then  compared  the  errors  listed  with  the  original  input  document, 
corrected  the  listing,  and  resubmitted  them  for  keypunching.  The  new  data 
cards  were  again  processed  against  the  edit  program. 

Some  of  the  typical  error  checks  contained  in  the  edit  program  would 
identify  errors  such  as:  an  invalid  origin  code  or  Ministry  code,  contacts 
within  the  same  work  unit  (which  were  ignored  in  our  tabulations),  duplicate 
entries  for  the  same  contact,  and  the  recording  of  a  peak  contact  level  but 
the  omission  of  an  average  level. 

The  end  result  of  the  data  edit  procedure  was  accurate  input  for  the 
computer  program  developed  for  compilation  and  reporting  of  communications 
statistics.  In  the  process,  a  final  list  of  errors,  a  list  of  the  accepted 
data  and  a  sorted  list  of  individual  contact  records  was  produced.  These 
lists  also  provided  the  detail  for  input  error  reconciliation  purposes. 


3.1.5  Definition  of  Computer  Output 

In  the  analysis  of  the  communication  patterns,  the  intent  was  that  all  re¬ 
sults  be  presented  both  statistically  and  visually  and  this  concept  became 
the  underlying  factor  in  the  specification  of  printed  output  to  be  generated 
by  the  computer.  Also,  at  the  time  of  computer  program  preparation,  a 
change  in  definition  was  made.  As  each  basic  work  unit  was  nominally  a 
Section  within  a  Branch,  and  was  composed  of  a  relatively  small  staff 
complement,  it  was  felt  that  a  section  could  not  be  removed  from  a  Branch 
due  to  its  interrelationships  with  other  Sections  in  the  same  Branch. 
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Thus,  Branch  unity  became  the  primary  consideration  and  accordingly, 
the  Branch  was  the  work  unit  considered  for  the  analysis  of  communi¬ 
cation  patterns. 

The  first  level  of  output  analysis  was  on  an  intra-Ministry  basis,  and 
reflected  the  communications  of  the  Branch  by  contact  frequency,  by  level 
of  organization  contacted  within  the  Ministry,  and  by  a  weighting  of  this 
contact  using  an  index  value  (ref.  Section  3.1  and  Appendix  12).  The 
contact  frequency  was  tabulated  in  bar  chart  form  for  visual  reference.  The 
total  index  value  can  be  used  as  a  "composite  indicator"  of  the  activity  of 
the  Branch  with  regard  to  all  types  of  communication. 

An  example  of  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  communication  patterns  is  illus¬ 
trated  in  Appendix  13.  A  Branch's  communications  with  every  other  Branch 
in  the  Ministry  is  itemized  in  detail.  For  example.  Branch  21  has  contact 
with  Branch  23  five  times  per  month  and  contacts  Division  20  183  times  per 
month.  The  reverse  contact  is  also  shown,  namely,  Branch  23  initiates  con¬ 
tacts  with  Branch  21  nine  times  per  month.  This  format  is  also  available 
for  the  Branch  contacts  outside  the  Ministry.  Thus,  each  communication 
link  and  its  strength  can  be  observed  from  this  analysis,  including  contacts 
with  a  particular  Branch  by  other  Branches,  and  contacts  by  a  Branch  with 
other  Branches,  Ministries,  Agencies,  etc.  (Appendix  14). 


3.2  Communication  Pattern  Analysis 

The  Communication  Pattern  Analysis  has  been  developed  to  determine  which 
work  units  or  Branches  within  a  Ministry  would  be  least  affected  by 
relocation  insofar  as  communications  are  concerned.  The  intent  of  the 
analysis  was  not  to  identify  specific  candidates  for  relocation  but  rather 
to  provide  a  gradation  list  of  the  Branches  within  each  Ministry,  ranked 
according  to  the  extent  of  the  disruption  to  communications  patterns 
should  they  be  relocated  elsewhere. 

The  following  table,  Fig.  1,  illustrates  the  response  to  the  Communications 
survey  and  indicates  the  percentage  coverage  within  each  of  the  two 
Ministries  studied: 
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FIGURE  I 


COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY  RESPONSE 


BRANCH  RESPONSE 

RECIPIENT  COMPLETION  RESPONSE 

Ministry 

No.  of 
Branches 

No.  of 
Rep! i es 

lo 

Rep! ies 

No. 

Distributed 

No. 

Returned 

% 

Response 

Community  &  Social 

Servi ces 

28 

26 

93 

327 

249 

76.1 

Natural  Resources 

27 

27 

100 

451 

367 

81.3 

3.2.1  Numerical  Selection  Criteria 

Three  criteria  have  been  developed  to  identify: 

1)  the  Branch  autonomy  within  its  larger  work  unit  -  the  Division 

2)  the  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Ministry 

3)  the  Branch  involvement  with  its  Ministry  and  with  other 
Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups. 

Each  criterion  utilizes  the  computer  output  from  the  communications  survey 
and  establishes  the  degree  to  which  each  Branch  depends  upon  others  within 
its  Ministry.  The  third  criterion  provides  an  indication  of  the  interactions 
with  other  Ministries,  agencies,  other  levels  of  Government  and  special  in¬ 
terest  groups. 


3.2.2  Application  of  Criteria  and  Ranking  of  Work  Units 

In  application  of  each  of  the  communications  criteria,  the  frequency  of  con¬ 
tacts  '  i  ni  ti  ated  by  each  Branch  was  utilized.  The  result  of  this  analysis  is 
shown  in  Appendix  15  for  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services  and 
in  Appendix  16  for  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources. 


3.2.2(a)  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 

For  illustration,  the  application  of  numerical  data  for  each  of  the  three 
criteria  is  applied  to  the  Community  Development  Branch  and  to  the  Accounts 
Branch.  These  two  Branches  are  used  for  illustrative  purposes  because  they 
are  from  different  Divisions  within  the  organization  and  are  the  first  in  the 
sequential  listing  (ref.  Appendix  15)  to  have  provided  data  in  relation  to  all 
the  three  criteria. 

The  numerical  data  indicate  that  the  totals  of  the  average  contacts  per  month  ini¬ 
tiated  by  the  Community  Development  Branch  are  as  follows: 
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i)  within  the  Branch  -  5 

ii)  within  the  Division  -  222 

iii)  within  the  Ministry  -  291 

iv)  to  other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  -  270 

v)  total  contacts  within  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  5,553 

vi )  total  contacts  beyond  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  2,974 


Criterion  Number  1  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Division  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Division.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is 


5 

222 


x 


100  or  2.25% 


Criterion  Number  2  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Ministry  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Ministry.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is: 

Jrr  x  100  or  1.72% 


Criterion  Number  3  defines  Branch  involvement  with  its  Ministry  and  with 
other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  and  is  taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  all 
contacts  made  by  the  Branch  within  and  beyond  the  Ministry  to  the  sum  of 
all  contacts  made  by  all  Ministry  Branches.  Expressed  as  a  percentage 
this  is: 


/  291  +  270  \  „  i nr,  ^  r  coo/ 

^  5,553  +  2,974  ^  x°°  0  b‘58/o 

The  numerical  data  for  the  Accounts  Branch  indicate  that  the  total  of  the 
average  contacts  per  month  of  this  Branch  are  as  follows: 

i)  within  the  Branch  -  336 

ii)  within  the  Division  -•  493 

iii)  within  the  Ministry  -  917 

iv)  to  other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  -  197 

v)  total  contacts  within  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  5,553 

vi )  total  contacts  beyond  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  2,974 

Criterion  Number  1  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Division  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Ministry.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is 

^  x  100  or  68.2% 


Criterion  Number  2  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Ministry  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Ministry.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is 


336 

917 


100  or  36.6% 
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Criterion  Number  3  defines  Branch  involvement  with  its  Ministry  and  with 
other  Ministries ,  Agencies  and  groups  and  is  taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  all 
contacts  made  by  the  Branch  within  and  beyond  the  Ministry  to  the  sum  of 
all  contacts  made  by  all  Ministry  Branches.  Expressed  as  a  percentage 
this  is: 


917  +  197  „ 

5,553  +  2,974 


100  or  13.1% 


The  criteria  analysis  for  all  Branches  of  the  Ministry  of  Community  and 
Social  Services  is  presented  in  Appendix  15.  This  Appendix  shows  the 
percentage  results  and  ranking  score  for  each  criterion.  In  the  case  of 
Criterion  Number  1,  the  percentages  of  autonomy  within  the  Division  range 
from  0%  to  90.9%.  Those  Branches  with  the  greater  percentages  are  most 
autonomous  and  are  scored  1;  those  with  the  lower  percentages  are  less 
autonomous  and  are  scored  10. 


It  will  be  noted  that  five  Branches  of  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 
Services  (Communications,  Personnel,  Regional  Administration  and  Field 
Services,  Research  and  Planning,  and  Staff  Training  and  Development)  are 
fully  autonomous.  This  is  attributed  to  their  position  in  the  organization 
structure  in  that  they  do  not  form  a  portion  of  a  Division  but  report  directly 
to  the  senior  management  level.  Each  of  these  five  Branches  has,  therefore, 
been  assigned  a  score  of  1. 

During  the  course  of  the  studies  on  communications  patterns  it  became 
evident  to  the  Task  Force  that  the  differing  values  of  the  three  criteria 
must  be  recognized.  Consequently,  each  of  the  three  criteria  has  been 
assigned  a  "weighting"  factor.  It  was  decided  that  the  value  of  communi¬ 
cations  links  within  the  Ministry  (Criteria  Nos.  1  and  2)  must  be  in  excess 
of  50%  of  the  total,  indeed  approaching  100%.  Because  of  this  emphasis  on 
the  value  of  internal  communications,  the  weighting  factors  applied  are  as 
follows : 


Criterion  #1  -  up  to  a  maximum  total  score  of  50  (rating  score  x  5) 

Criterion  #2  -  up  to  a  maximum  total  score  of  40  (rating  score  x  4) 

Criterion  #3  -  up  to  a  maximum  total  score  of  10  (rating  score  x  1) 

The  scoring  column  adjacent  to  each  rating  column  tabulates  the  score  for 

each  Branch  and  for  ease  of  identification  is  shown  in  italics  (ref. 

Appendix  15). 


3.2.2(b)  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 

To  illustrate  the  application  of  numerical  data  for  each  of  the  three 
criteria  to  the  Branches  and  Divisions  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources, 
two  Branches  are  used  as  examples.  These  are  the  Timber  Management  Branch 
and  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch,  selected  as  examples  because  they 
are  from  separate  Divisions  and  provide  data  to  which  all  three  criteria  may 
be  applied. 
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The  numerical  data  for  the  Timber  Management  Branch  indicate  that  the  total 
contacts  per  month  of  this  Branch  are  as  follows: 


i)  within  the  Branch  -  258 

ii)  within  the  Division  -  465 

iii)  within  the  Ministry  -  684 

iv)  to  other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  -  175 

v)  total  contacts  within  the  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  20,195 

vi)  total  contacts  beyond  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  5,626 

Criterion  Number  1  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Division  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Division.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is: 


258 

465 


100  or  55.5% 


Criterion  Number  2  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Ministry  and  is 

taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Ministry.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is: 

f||  x  100  or  37.7% 

684 

Criterion  Number  3  defines  Branch  involvement  with  its  Ministry  and  with 
other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  and  is  taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  all 
contacts  made  by  the  Branch  within  and  beyond  the  Ministry  to  the  sum  of 
all  contacts  made  by  all  Ministry  Branches.  Expressed  as  a  percentage 
this  is: 


684  +  175  M 

20,195  +  5,626 * i) ii) iii) iv) v) vi) * * *  x 


100  or  3.33% 


The  total  monthly  contacts  for  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch  are  as 
follows : 

i)  within  the  Branch  -  416 

ii)  within  the  Division  -  453 

iii)  within  the  Ministry  -  536 

iv)  to  other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  -  352 

v)  total  contacts  within  the  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  20,195 

vi)  total  contacts  beyond  Ministry  (by  all  Branches)  -  5,626 

Criterion  Number  1  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Division  and  is  taken 

to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts  made  by 

the  Branch  within  the  Division.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is: 

iii  x  100  or  91.8% 
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Criterion  Number  2  defines  Branch  autonomy  within  the  Ministry  and  is 
taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  contacts  made  within  the  Branch  to  all  contacts 
made  by  the  Branch  within  the  Ministry.  Expressed  as  a  percentage  this  is: 

444  x  100  or  77.6% 

000 

Criterion  Number  3  defines  Branch  involvement  with  its  Ministry  and  with 
other  Ministries,  Agencies  and  groups  and  is  taken  to  be  the  ratio  of  all 
contacts  made  by  the  Branch  within  and  beyond  the  Ministry  to  the  sum  of 
all  contacts  made  by  all  Ministry  Branches.  Expressed  as  a  percentage 
this  is: 


536  +  352 
20195  +  5626 


x  100  or  3.44% 


The  criteria  analysis  for  all  the  Branches  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources  is  presented  in  Appendix  16.  This  Appendix  shows  the  percentage 
results  and  ranking  score  for  each  criterion.  In  the  case  of  Criterion 
Number  1,  the  percentages  range  from  0  to  100%  but  as  was  shown  in  the 
examples  from  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services,  discussed  in 
Section  3.2.2(a),  one  of  the  Branches  analyzed  is  not  part  of  a  Division 
(Research  Branch.)  Consequently,  this  Branch  has  a  percentage  rating  of 
100  reflecting  its  autonomy.  Therefore,  the  range  for  ranking  excludes  this 
Branch  and  is  taken  as  0%  through  91.8%.  Similarly,  as  in  the  cases  illus¬ 
trated  for  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services  in  3.2.2(a)  above, 
the  same  weighting  factors  were  applied  to  the  three  criteria. 


3.2.3  Potential  for  Relocation 

Figures  2  and  3  are  lists  of  the  Branches  and  Divisions  to  which  there  was 
questionnaire  response  from  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
and  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  respectively.  The  sequence  with 
which  the  Branches  are  listed  results  from  application  of  the  three  numerica 
communications  criteria.  Application  of  further  qualifying  criteria  is  the 
subject  matter  of  section  3.3. 


FIGURE  2 

WORK-UNITS  BY  POTENTIAL  FOR  RELOCATION  - 


MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

1.  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch 

2.  Accounts  Branch 

3.  Research  and  Planning  Branch 

4.  Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch 

5.  Personnel  Branch 

5.  Training  and  Staff  Development  Branch 

6.  Communications  Branch 

7.  Family  Benefits  Branch 

8.  Financial  Consulting  Services 

9.  Homes  for  the  Aged  Branch 


Figure  2  -  (cont'd) 


10.  Citizenship  Branch 

10.  Executive  Di rector-Financi al  and  Administrative  Services  Division 

10.  Program  Coordination  Branch 

10.  Legal  Aid  Assessment  Branch 

11.  Children's  Institutions  Branch 

11.  Athletics  Commissioner 

11.  Indian  Community  Branch 

11.  Youth  and  Recreation  Branch 
11.  Administrative  Services  Branch 

11.  Family  Services  Branch 

12.  Child  Welfare  Branch 

12.  Day  Nursuries  Branch 

12.  Executive  Director-Community  Services  Division 

12.  Municipal  Welfare  Administration  Branch 

13.  Community  Development  Branch 

13.  Audit  Branch 

FIGURE  3 

WORK-UNITS  BY  POTENTIAL  FOR  RELOCATION  - 
MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

1.  Laboratory  Services  Branch 

2.  Conservation  Authorities  Branch 

3.  Executive  Di  rector-Di  vi  si  on  of  Mines 

4.  Northern  Affairs  Branch 

4.  Timber  Sales  Branch 

5.  Mining  Lands  Branch 

6.  Sports  Fisheries  Branch 

6.  Research  Branch 

7.  Wildlife  Branch 

8.  Personnel  Branch 

9.  Environmental  Protection  Branch 

10.  Commercial  Fish  and  Fur  Branch 

11.  Financial  Management  Branch 

12.  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas  Branch 

13.  Geological  Branch 

14.  Timber  Management  Branch 

15.  Information  Services  Branch 

16.  Administrative  Services  Branch 

17.  Surveys  and  Engineering  Branch 

18.  Resouce  Economics  Branch 

19.  Mines  Engineering  Branch 

20.  Executive  Director-Finance  and  Administration  Division 

21.  Lands  and  Waters  Branch 

22.  Executive  Director-Division  of  Forests 

22.  Executive  Di rector-Di vision  of  Lands 

22.  Executive  Director-Division  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

23.  Legal  Services  Branch 


14 


-  ;  gTUOf" 


r i d n £ 8  q  r d anas  r :i  r 3  , 0 1 

,  ah  .  :  vt  l  3v r h  j  ■  mn&A  .  snH r'i'  G  sv rb UD9x3  .0 f 

nc is--; 8  no rj&n rl:noo3  ffjsTgCT^  «0f 
rlonsvS  .tnsrnssgaaA  brA  fsggJ  .Of 
no >st8  2no riy  j  rian I  a  •’ ft  9Tb f  >  ri3  .  f  f 
o sno  r  £ 2  rmrnoO  20 ; is  f fiiA  .  f  f 
rl 0  jj t  8  vj  ;■  n u nsno 3  n 5  r b n  I  .  f  f 

donsig  no*r3fiST3eti  bns  rtfuoY  .  f  f 
aohstS  200  ms2  svfbsTdarrhnibA  ,Ff 
no  non  8  asairyosO  v/hisd 
dons'; S  svsrislM  bl'rrlO  S' 
d 0 non  8  ?: 0  r 0  u  an  u H  v sG  ,  S  f 
,,r.  •  loo".  :.  ■;  0  .  '  ..o,":8,  ;  .•  sv;5ldsx3  «Sf 

non^c  Aurj'-,n.7arn rrnbA  ST.stfoW  UqtorfluM  SI 
non  S';  6  Ctfiaoiqoi  9V$3  v  t  rnumnoO  .cl 

do ast 8  jnrbij.A  .£f 


n7o  ;  88  MU“.  jA  i  :  >8'h  US  Yo  2l  1MU**)$GW 


;  r  -io  mzm \ 


non so 5  aeo mag  ^Text&TodsJ 
rhnsi  8  as  Lt  Hor&uA  no  f  novnon-ooO 
o  o r;  ■ : :  to  no  ;• a  rv  rG -n ©tfoar  :  G  sv  r  joosx 3 
none"  8  an  lari’ A  n dno 8 
noaoTj  asfaS  nsornll 
rbnsTe  2br:sJ  on rrl! ■ 
ri  o  n  s  t  8  o  s  r  t  o  n  a  r  i  >  2  t  o  q  £ 
non an  8  rionssa^l 
don»T8  st rfbf rW 
rbnsTS  fsnnosTsS 
ii dhstS  'o"h'  oojo‘;T  ‘  :  ngntnt?"  r m  3 
non.snS  oul  bns  fieri  f :  roTScninoO 
n o  n 8  3  r:  one  §  6  n  o  ’• !  f  t  r  o  a  n  ,8: 
rbneTfl  ssstA  no rjs on o-s:8  bns  sdnsS 

do  no  "8  feo  roof  nos 
rbnsnS  onor:;;.  gsnoH  nsdi  AT 
8 Of! ST 8  250  fVT 28  : 1 0  i‘v5j'iTiO::  O  I 
00 0 STfi  £30  f  VT SO  SV  htST  1 0  0  :  ViDf 

oof. one  do  rnssr, :  Dno  boo  ovsto:3 
r;  :>  a  a  t  8  a  o  f  rno  f  ■  o  3  3  s  0  2  o  a  on 
rl  0  n  s  t  8  g  n  r  t  9  9  n  r  g  ;••  0  £  s  r<  r  M 
a ..  v  t,  n :  t$  1  t  ;  -  .  ■:  rrnbA  b n&  3b ns n  rl-TO^DST  r 0  s  rbuo  jx.3 

flDHSTfi  2T3bsW  DOS  20 OS J 

,  :  oi  'to  no  rafv  rQ-TojD&n  rQ  sv  n.  igx: 
2 & n , .  no  r a  rv  rO *-toj  ost  r0  sv  r?uogx3 

n.o  s v ..  o;  o r s v : o "hob o 3 '  ■  G  svrbyoex3; 

n  o-  n  st  3  2  s  0  r  v  t  s  3  £  g  s  J 


o 
„  .... 

1- 

.A 
-  B 


„d 

8\ 

.8 

0 


.Of 
.  f  f 

r-  r 


..O: 
«3f 
.  X  f 
08f 
.of 
.OS 
JS 

.ss 

.ss 

..ss 


3.3  Qualitative  Analysis 


The  application  of  numerical  selection  criteria  in  3.2  above,  provides  a 
listing  of  Branches  within  the  Ministry  which  ranks  those  which  would  be 
least  affected  to  those  which  would  be  most  affected  by  relocation 
insofar  as  communications  are  concerned.  It  muse  be  emphasized  that  these 
are  quantitative  factors  only  and  must  be  supplemented  by  additional 
qualifying  criteria  to  more  accurately  identify  candidate  work  units.  The 
sequence  for  application  of  additional  criteria  is  illustrated  in  Appendix 
4.  Indeed,  in  certain  Ministries  the  application  of  the  qualification 
factors  may  show  that  there  are  no  work  units  which  qualify  as  candidates 
for  relocation. 


3.3.1  Definition  of  Qualitative  Factors 

Five  basic  criteria  have  been  developed  for  the  qualitative  analysis  of 
Ministry  work  units.  These  criteria  are  as  follows: 


Factor  #1  -  Work  unit  functional  characteristics  (objectives, 
programs  and  activities) 


i)  communications  contact  at  upper  levels  of  organi¬ 
zation  structure  (not  over  8.5%,  an  equivalent  of 
one  contact  in  twelve.) 

ii)  communications  contact  with  other  Branches  of 
Ministry  (not  over  8.5%  in  any  one  case.) 

Factor  #2  -  Work  unit  longevity,  if  applicable  or  known. 

Factor  #3  -  Physical  facilities  as  a  restriction  to  relocation. 

Factor  #4  -  Regionalization  plans  of  Ministry  concerning  candi¬ 
date  work  unit.  If  regionalized  now,  consider  head 
office  component  of  staff  only;  if  regionalization 
plans  being  made,  consider  residual  head  office 
group.  Branches  of  the  head  office  organization 
having  or  planning  to  have  a  regionalized  responsi¬ 
bility  but  qualifying  for  relocation,  are  considered 
candidates  for  other  areas  within  or  close  to  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto. 


Factor  #5 


Absolute  number  of  staff  - 


i)  minimum  number  of  20  for  economies  of  scale 
ii)  if  less  than  20,  the  work  unit  should  be  considered 
for  relocation  with  at  least  one  other  candidate 
work  unit  in  order  that  the  number  20  may  be  achieved. 


3.3.2  Application  of  Factors 

The  results  obtained  from  applying  the  numerical  selection  criteria  are 
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listings  of  Branches  of  the  two  Ministries  selected  for  study.  They  range 
in  sequence  from  those  most  amenable  to  those  least  amenable  for  relocation 
consideration.  Application  of  the  qualitative  evaluation  criteria  will  be 
applied  to  six  Branches  of  each  Ministry  for  illustrative  purposes. 

Those  work  units  are  as  follows:  (ref. Figures  2  and  3.) 

Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 


Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch 

Accounts  Branch 

Research  and  Planning  Branch 

Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch 
Personnel  Branch 

Training  and  Staff  Development  Branch 

Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 

Laboratory  Services  Branch 
Conservation  Authorities  Branch 
Executive  Director  -  Division  of  Mines 
Northern  Affairs  Branch 
Timber  Sales  Branch 
Mining  Lands  Branch 


3.3.2(a)  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  basic  goal  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch 
is  to  develop,  restore  or  improve  the  working  capacity  of  mentally,  physi¬ 
cally  or  emotionally  handicapped  persons  and  to  place  them  in  safe,  satis¬ 
fying  employment.  The  Branch  requires  no  significant  communication  links 
with  any  one  work  unit  of  the  Ministry  in  the  course  of  executing  its 
responsibilities,  as  its  orientation  is  basically  towards  the  public.  There 
are  no  close  associations  with  other  Ministries  which  might  preclude  physical 
separation  of  the  Branch  from  the  main  Ministry  offices. 

Factor  #2  -  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  is  a  continuing  program. 

Factor  #3  -  There  are  no  physical  facilities  which  tie  the  offices  to  any 
one  locati on . 

Factor  #4  -  The  program  is  regionalized  now  and  the  staff  of  head  office  is 
the  central  group.  Due  to  the  nature  of  contacts  by  regional  staff  with 
head  office  and  the  frequency  with  which  the  Branch  contacts  other  public 
organizations,  this  group  should  be  located  close  to  or  within  Metropolitan 
Toronto  where  the  public  organizations  are  concentrated  (thereby  not  disrupting 
these  essential  links  of  communication.) 

Factor  #5  -  The  current  staff  complement  totals  23.  The  Vocational  Rehabili- 
tation  Services  Branch  would  remain  a  candidate  for  relocation  within  or 


16  - 


close  to  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
Accounts  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  role  of  the  Accounts  Branch  is  to  provide  the  necessary 
financial  support  services  to  the  remainder  of  the  Ministry.  Its  objective 
is  to  supply  the  financial  management  required  by  the  Ministry.  As  a 
result  of  its  close  association  with  the  Ministry's  program  delivery 
systems,  the  Accounts  Branch  activities  must  be  located  near  the  central 
Branches  of  the  Ministry. 

Accounts  Branch  contacts  with  the  upper  levels  of  the  administration  register 
3.7%,  but  17.6%  of  its  contacts  are  directed  to  the  Family  Benefits  Branch. 
This  percentage  and  its  support  service  relationships  preclude  further 
consideration  as  a  candidate  for  relocation  and  Factors  #2  through  #5  are  not 
applied. 

Research  and  Planning  Branch 

Factor  #1  -  The  role  of  the  Research  and  Planning  Branch  is  chiefly  one  of 
development  and  review  of  Ministry  policy  alternatives  and  formulation  of 
medium  and  long  range  plans.  The  objective  of  the  Branch  is  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  Ministry  for  a  data  collection,  research  and  planning  function. 
These  activities  and  the  Branch  communications  patterns  in  relation  to  the 
senior  management  levels  (12.5%)  preclude  further  consideration  for  reloc¬ 
ation  and  Factors  #2  through  #5  are  not  applied. 

Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch 

Factor  #1  -  The  role  of  the  Branch  is  one  of  coordination  of  regional 
administration  and  of  the  Field  Services  Staff.  There  are  no  constraints 
either  with  regard  to  the  functional  responsibilities  of  this  Branch  or 
its  communications  patterns  in  relation  to  senior  management  or  other 
Branches,  which  require  the  head  office  unit  to  be  located  within  the 
Queen's  Park  complex. 

Factor  #2  -  This  is  a  continuing  program. 

Factor  #3  -  There  are  no  physical  facilities  connecting  the  Branch  to  Toronto. 

Factor  #4  -  The  Branch  is  regionalized  and  the  staff  of  head  office  is  the 
central  group.  As  such,  this  Branch  remains  a  candidate  for  relocation  within 
or  close  to  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Factor  #5  -  The  Branch  complement  of  nine  requires  that  any  relocation  plans 
for  this  work  unit  should  be  considered  in  conjunction  with  those  of  other 
candidate  work  units  so  that  the  minimum  number  of  20  may  be  achieved. 
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Personnel  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  role  of  the  Personnel  Branch  is  "to  ensure  the  best  -provision 
and  utilization  of  human  resources  for  the  support  of  programs  and  activities 
in  the  achievement  of  their  objectives ."*  As  such,  the  Personnel  Branch 
provides  support  services  to  the  Ministry  program  delivery  system  and  should 
be  located  where  the  majority  of  Branches  of  the  Ministry  are  located.  In 
relationships  with  senior  levels  of  management,  25.8%  of  the  total  communi¬ 
cations  of  this  Branch  are  directed  to  these  levels  and  37%  to  the  Accounts 
Branch.  Both  of  these  exceed  the  8.5%  established  as  a  maximum  for  frequency 
of  communications  with  any  one  work  unit. 

Training  and  Staff  Development  Branch 

Factor  #1  -  The  role  of  the  Branch  is  "To  develop  human  resources  for  achieve¬ 
ment  of  the  Ministry  Goal ."**  As  such,  the  Training  and  Staff  Development 
Branch  is  required  to  communicate  with  most  Branches  of  the  Ministry.  Althougn 
the  percentage  of  contacts  with  the  senior  levels  of  management  is  low,  the 
8.5%  criterion  is  exceeded  in  communications  with  the  Accounts  Branch  (11.3%), 
the  Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch  (23.7%),  and  the  Commun¬ 
ications  Branch  (10.3%.)  These  percentages  would  preclude  further  consideration 
of  relocating  the  Training  and  Staff  Development  Branch. 


3.3.2(b)  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 
Laboratory  Services  Branch 

The  objective  of  the  Laboratory  Services  Branch  is  "to  assist  the  search  for 
new  mineral  deposits  and  the  operation  of  mines  and  related  industries  through 
the  provision  of  scientific  and  technical  staff  and  laboratory  and  plant 

facilities."***  Among  the  functions  related  to  this  objective  the  Branch 
conducts  assays,  analysis  and  geochemistry  examinations  of  minerals,  as  well 
as  extensive  mineralogical  and  petrological  research  and  development.  Contacts 
with  the  Geological  Branch  make  up  11%  of  the  total  communications,  thereby 
exceeding  the  8.5%  established  as  a  criterion.  Relocation  analysis  for  this 
Branch  would  not  continue  unless  the  Geological  Branch  were  also  among  the  list 
of  considered  candidates. 


*  NOTE: 

Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services  Multi-Year  Plan  1972-73  to  1977-78. 

**  ibid- 

***  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  -  Branch  Objectives  and  Functions. 
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Conservation  Authorities  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  objective  of  the  Branch  is  "to  provide  an  optimum  of  sus¬ 
tained  flow  of  good  quality  water  and  to  reduce  flood  damages  within  each 
watershed ,  to  provide  regional  day -use  outdoor  recreation,  open  space, 
landscape  protection,  and  a  concern  for  land  management .  This  Branch's 

operation  is,  to  a  large  degree  autonomous,  with  the  majority  of  its  con¬ 
tacts  being  confined  to  the  Branch  itself  (77.6%).  No  other  area  of  acti¬ 
vity  in  the  Ministry  accounts  for  over  8.5%  of  its  communications.  Branch 
contacts  outside  the  Ministry  are  centered  on  two  groups  -  the  public  and 
the  Conservation  Authorities  in  various  locations  across  the  Province. 
Thus,  the  communications  links  within  the  Ministry  and  with  other  organi¬ 
zations  are  not  such  as  to  restrict  relocation  away  from  Queen's  Park. 

Factor  #2  -  This  is  a  continuing  program. 

Factor  #3  -  There  are  no  physical  facilities  which  would  prevent  reloca¬ 
tion. 

Factor  #4  -  Regionalization  plans  do  not  preclude  possible  relocation  of 
the  head  office  component  of  this  Branch. 

Factor  #5  -  The  staff  complement  of  the  head  office  component  of  the  Con¬ 
servation  Authorities  Branch  is  44,  which  is  well  above  the  established 
minimum  criterion  of  twenty. 


Executive  Director,  Division  of  Mines 


Although  communications  patterns  indicate  that  this  office  is  one  which 
satisfies  the  numerical  criteria,  the  role  is  that  of  coordination  and 
control  of  the  Branches  within  the  Division  and  thus,  it  would  not  be  a 
suitable  candidate  unless  the  majority  of  Branches  within  the  Division 
also  became  candidates. 


Northern  Affairs  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  objective  of  the  Northern  Affairs  Branch  is  "to  provide 
information  and  assistance  to  the  citizens  of  Northern  Ontario  on  the 
availability  of  Government  Services ."**  The  role  of  this  Branch  is  to 
provide  a  link  between  people  of  Northern  Ontario  and  the  Government  and 
to  coordinate  and  correlate  existing  Government  services  for  the  popula¬ 
tion  in  the  north.  As  such,  the  Branch  must  relate  to  other  Branches  and 
Ministries  on  behalf  of  its  field  staff  as  well  as  to  its  field  staff  on 
behalf  of  other  Branches  and  Ministries  (i.e.,  performs  somewhat  of  a 

*  NOTE: 

Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  -  Branch  Objectives  and  Functions 
**  ibid. 
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communications  switching  function).  In  view  of  these  responsibilities, 
relocation  of  the  head  office  component  would  isolate  the  Branch  from 
Government  at  the  expense  of  program  delivery. 


Timber  Sales  Branch 


Factor  #1  -  The  Branch  objective  is  "to  direct  the  -preparation  of  forest 
management  plans;  to  compile  and  maintain  forest  inventory  data;  to  coor¬ 
dinate  the  sales  and  disposition  of  cutting  rights;  to  develop  standards 
of  wood  measurement .  "* 

The  percentage  of  reported  communication  with  any  one  Branch  or  activity 
area  does  not  exceed  the  established  criterion  of  8.5%  which,  along  with 
the  above  activity  pattern,  indicates  that  the  Branch  might  be  amenable 
to  relocation. 

Factor  #2  -  This  is  a  continuing  program. 

Factor  #3  -  There  are  no  physical  facilities  which  would  restrict  reloca- 
tion. 

Factor  #4  -  Although  certain  of  the  activities  are  carried  out  by  field 
staff  of  the  Ministry,  there  are  no  regionalization  plans  which  would 
require  a  central  location  for  this  Branch. 

Factor  #5  -  The  Branch  staff  complement  of  46  is  not  a  deterring  factor. 


Mining  Lands  Branch 

Factor  #1  -  The  Branch  objective  is  "to  administer  the  Mining  Act  (ex¬ 
cept  Part  IX) j  The  Beach  Protection  Act 3  The  Canada  Company’s  Lands  Act 
and  Section  66  of  the  Public  Lands  Act**.  The  functional  responsibilities 
of  the  Mining  Lands  Branch  are  basically  self-contained  within  the 
Ministry  involving  minimal  interaction  with  other  Branches  and  no  one 
contact  exceeds  8.5%  of  the  total  for  the  Branch. 

Factor  #2  -  This  is  a  continuing  program. 

Factor  #3  -  There  are  no  physical  facilities  offering  a  restraint  to  re- 
location. 


*  NOTE: 

Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  -  Branch  Objectives  and  Functions. 

**  ibid. 
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Factor  #4  -  This  Branch  has  mining  recorders  located  in  various  areas  of 
the  Province  and  therefore,  can  be  considered  regionalized  to  a  degree  or 
at  least  decentralized.  The  functions  of  the  central  group  appear  amenable 
to  relocation. 

Factor  #5  -  The  head  office  component  has  a  total  complement  of  31  which  is 
well  above  the  established  minimum  criterion  of  twenty. 


3.3.3  Potential  for  Relocation 

From  the  application  of  the  qualitative  evaluation  criteria  to  each  of  the 
first  six  Branches  identified  in  the  "Numerical  Selection  Criteria"  for  the 
two  Ministries  under  study,  tentative  relocation  candidates  are  as  follows: 

Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 

i)  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch  (might  be  relocated 
elsewhere  within  or  close  to  Metropolitan  Toronto). 

ii)  Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch  (might  be 
relocated  elsewhere  within  or  close  to  Metropolitan  Toronto 
but  in  conjunction  with  some  other  unit  due  to  its  small 
staff  complement). 

Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 


i ) 

ii) 

iii) 


Conservation 
Timber  Sales 
Mining  Lands 


Authorities  Branch 

Branch 

Branch 
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RECEIVING  MUNICIPALITY  SELECTION 


4.1  Selection  Criteria 


The  Task  Force  was  faced  with  the  responsibil i ty  of  developing  criteria 
to  evaluate  prospective  receiving  municipalities  for  work  units  which  are 
now  based  in  Toronto  or  in  the  Queen's  Park  complex.  It  was  felt  that 
certain  discrete  work  units  (Branches)  could  be  decentralized  from  Queen's 
Park  and  still  carry  on  their  respective  work  programs  effectively  and 
efficiently  in  new  municipalities. 

Ideally,  the  ultimate  goal  would  be  to  develop  evaluation  criteria  suitable 
for  all  of  the  over  900  municipalities  that  currently  exist  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  However,  the  magnitude  of  this  assignment  was  much  too  great  for 
inclusion  in  a  feasibility  study  to  evaluate  prospective  receiving  munici¬ 
palities.  Therefore,  measures  were  required  to  reduce  the  number  of 
municipalities  to  be  studied  and  at  the  same  time,  to  ensure  that  there 
would  be  a  hierarchy  of  municipalities  available  which  would  be  satisfac¬ 
tory  economically,  socially  and  environmentally  for  each  of  the  prospective 
relocated  work  units. 


4.1.1  Primary  Selection  Criteria 


As  stated  above  (Section  4.1),  the  Task  Force  felt  that  a  detailed  study  of 
Ontario's  900  or  so  municipalities  was  much  too  demanding  for  a  feasibility 
study.  A  more  manageable  number,  it  was  felt,  would  be  in  the  range  of  20 
to  25  municipalities.  Reducing  the  number  of  municipalities  to  a  manageable 
number  required  a  number  of  assumptions  and  decisions  by  the  Task  Force.  It 
became  evident  to  the  Task  Force  members  that  ideally,  the  municipal  research 
should  be  influenced  by  the  particular  needs  of  the  work  unit  being  considered 
for  relocation.  However,  this  was  not  to  be  the  case  as  the  selection  of 
potential  receiving  municipalities  was  done  concurrently  with  the  work  unit 
candidate  selection  (Sections  3.1,  3.2  and  3.3).  Consequently,  the  selection 
criteria  utilized  in  the  municipality  evaluation  could  not  be  "tailor-made" 
but  instead  incorporated  broad  selection  criteria  which  would  be  applicable 
to  all  municipalities.  As  a  result,  every  municipality  received  equal  treat¬ 
ment  in  the  evaluation  process. 

Another  assumption  dealt  with  five  potential  Regional  Administrative  Centres, 
i.e.,  Toronto,  London,  Kingston  or  Ottawa,  Sudbury  or  North  Bay,  and  Thunder 
Bay.  The  Task  Force  decided  not  to  study  these  municipalities  as  potential 
candidates  since  they  are  prime  candidates  for  designation  as  Regional  Centres, 
as  discussed  in  Volume  III  of  the  Report  of  the  Decentralization  Task  Force, 
concerning  Common  Regions  and  Regional  Administrative  Centres. 
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In  the  process  of  evaluating  municipalities  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  a 
manageable  number  for  detailed  review,  it  was  felt  that  each  of  the  criteria 
listed  below  should  be  considered: 


Primary  Criterion 
Assumption: 


Primary  Criterion 
Assumpti on : 

Primary  Criterion 
Assumption : 

Primary  Criterion 

Assumption : 

Primary  Criterion 

Assumption: 


#1  -  having  an  assessed  population  of  at  least  5,000  in  1971. 

A  municipality  of  under  5,000  population  was  too  small  to 
be  satisfactory  economically,  socially  and  environmentally. 
Secondly,  a  population  of  5,000  would  be  the  minimum 
population  required  and  any  municipality  under  that  figure 
would  be  eliminated,  thus  effectively  reducing  the  number 
of  municipalities  to  be  studied. 

#2  -  having  existing  Provincial  Government  Offices. 

A  municipality  that  had  existing  Provincial  Government 
Offices  would  provide  a  greater  level  of  services  (or 
functions)  than  a  municipality  that  did  not  have  such 
services. 

#3  -  having  existing  Federal  Government  Offices. 

A  municipality  that  had  existing  Federal  Government 
Offices  would  provide  a  greater  level  of  services  (or 
functions)  than  a  municipality  that  did  not  have  such 
services. 

#4  -  being  an  eccisting  Regional  Government  Centre  and 
estimates  on  other  municipalities  which  could,  in  the 
future,  become  Regional  Government  Centres. 

A  municipality  that  is  now,  or  could  be  in  the  future  a 
Regional  Government  Centre  would  provide  a  greater  level 
of  services  (or  functions)  than  a  municipality  that  was 
not  so  designated. 

#5  -  being  an  existing  designated  growth  centre /area  and 
estimates  on  other  municipalities  which  could,  in  the 
future,  become  designated  growth  centres / areas . 

A  municipality  that  is  now,  or  could  be  in  the  future, 
a  designated  growth  centre/area  would  provide  a  greater 
level  of  services  (or  functions)  than  a  municipality 
that  was  not  so  designated.  Also,  members  of  the  Task 
Force  felt  that  it  was  important  to  study  each  munici¬ 
pality  that  has  or  could  have  growth  centre/area 
designation.  If  a  municipality  is  to  be  selected  to 
receive  a  relocated  work  unit  and  it  is  a  designated 
growth  centre/area,  movement  of  the  unit  to  the 
particular  municipality  would  support  the  aims  and 
objectives  of  the  growth  centre/area  concept. 
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Primary  Criterion  #6  -  having  current  and  proposed  regional  offices  of 

the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services. 

Assumption:  Since  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
is  one  of  the  two  Ministries  selected  for  study,  the 
municipalities  which  represent  the  locations  of  this 
Ministry's  current  and  proposed  regional  offices 
should  be  evaluated. 


Primary  Criterion  #7  -  having  current  and  proposed  regional  and  district 

offices  of  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources . 

Assumption:  Since  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  is  one  of  the 
two  Ministries  selected  for  study,  the  municipalities 
which  represent  the  locations  of  this  Ministry's  current 
and  proposed  regional  offices  should  be  evaluated. 


4.1.2  Application  of  Primary  Criteria 


Any  municipality  in  Ontario  fulfilling  one  or  more  of  these  criteria 
(reference  Section  4.1.1)  was  included  in  a  new  revised  list.  This 
revised  list  totalled  some  118  municipalities,  still  too  many  for  an  in- 
depth  analysis  to  identify  prospective  receiving  municipalities. 


4.1.3  Secondary  Selection  Criteria 


The  Task  Force  now  felt  that  secondary  selection  criteria  would  have  to  be 
introduced  to  reduce  further  the  number  of  municipalities  to  the  more  manage¬ 
able  range  of  20  to  25.  In  order  to  meet  this  range,  attention  was  focussed 
on  four  areas  of  concern,  namely: 

(a)  Population 

(b)  Travel  Time  from  Toronto 

(c)  Accessibility 

(d)  Development  of  Potential  Growth  Centres/Areas  or  New  Towns. 
4.1.3(a)  Population 


Preliminary  analysis  ascertained  that  the  average  size  of  each  discrete 
work  unit  to  be  decentralized  was  approximately  40  persons  (average  Branch 
size),  but  this  could  vary  considerably  among  work  units.  The  assumption 
was  made  that  the  entire  work  unit  complement  would  move  to  a  new  munici¬ 
pal  i  ty. 
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Another  variable  considered  was  that  of  average  family  size,  which  in 
Ontario  was  3.6  persons  per  family  in  1961  and  3.7  persons  per  family  in 
1966  (Dominion  Bureau  of  Statistics,  Census  of  Canada,  1961  and  1966). 

Data  from  the  1971  Census  of  Canada  was  not  available  from  Statistics 
Canada  as  to  average  family  size,  so  the  Task  Force  made  an  assumption 
that  the  current  average  family  size  would  be  approximately  3.6  persons 
per  fami  ly ,  a  si i ght  decline  from  1966  due  mainly  to  the  declining  birth 
rate. 

A  fun  complement  move,  with  an  average  family  size  of  3.6,  would  therefore 
inVoTve  the  following  absolute  number  of  people: 


Absol ute 

Range 

-S% 

1  unit(s)  of 

approximately  40  people 

X 

3.6 

fami ly 

factor  =  144 

140  to  150 

2  11  11 

II 

80 

II 

X 

3.6 

II 

II 

=  288 

275  to  300 

3  11  " 

ll 

120 

II 

X 

3.6 

II 

II 

=  432 

410  to  455 

4  »  » 

II 

160 

II 

X 

3.6 

II 

II 

-  576 

545  to  605 

5 

ll 

200 

II 

X 

3.6 

ll 

II 

=  720 

685  to  755 

Related  to  population  was 

the 

annual 

growth 

rate 

of  the 

municipality.  Growth 

rates  in  Ontario  for  the  period  1966-1971  have  been  slightly  over  16%  or 
approximately  3.2%  per  annum  between  1966  and  1971. 

This  annual  growth  rate  of  3.2%  for  this  five-year  period  was  not  constant, 
being  somewhat  higher  in  the  late  1960's  and  lower  in  the  early  1970‘s,  due 
mainly  to  the  changing  economic  cycle  and  its  reflection  in  the  individual 
five-year  capital  forecasts  of  all  the  municipalities  of  the  Province.  There¬ 
fore,  the  assumption  was  made  that  as  a  guide,  a  municipality's  current  annual 
growth  rate  should  be  around  2%  to  reflect  current  economic  conditions. 

The  Task  Force  also  noted  that  if  relocation  does  occurs  the  total  number  of 
persons  associated  with  the  work  unit  to  be  relocated  should  be  less  than  the 
total  annual  growth  for  the  receiving  municipality.  In  other  words,  there 
should  be  room  for  non-government  personnel  and  their  familites  to  contribute 
to  the  annual  growth  rate  of  a  municipality  as  well.  As  a  general  rule,  it  was 
concluded  that  the  input  of  government  personnel  and  their  families  to  a 
prospective  receiving  municipality  should  not  exceed  one-half  of  the  total 
annual  growth  rate  of  that  municipality.  This  would  allow  sufficient  numbers 
of  non-government  personnel  and  their  families  to  be  incorporated  into  the 
municipality  as  well . 


-  25  - 


It  was  decided  that  if  the  number  of  work  units  to  be  relocated  to  any 
one  receiving  municipality  increased  arithmetically  (e.g.,  1,2, 3, 4, 5  etc.), 
the  population  size  of  the  municipality  should  be  increased  geometrically 
(e.g.,  1,2,4,8,16  etc.).  The  rationale  behind  this  geometric  series  is  that 
as  the  population  of  a  municipality  increases,  the  more  attractive  it 
becomes  to  outside  investors,  etc.  to  locate  in  the  municipality.  Thus  the 
competition  which  the  Provincial  Government  must  face  in  the  acquisition  of 
office  space,  housing,  etc.,  will  be  greater.  As  a  result,  a  pure  arith¬ 
metic  series  for  a  receiving  municipality's  population  must  be  factored  up 
into  a  geometric  series  in  order  to  allow  for  the  competition  factor. 

Consequently,  by  considering  the  number  of  work  units,  the  absolute  family 
complement  associated  with  each  work  unit,  the  population  of  potential 
receiving  municipalities,  the  annual  municipal  growth  rate  and  the  ratio  of 
government  personnel  to  non-government  personnel  in  relation  to  the  annual 
growth  rate,  it  was  possible  to  derive  the  minimum  population  requirements 
for  a  potential  receiving  municipality  for  the  relocation  of  discrete  work 
units  from  Queen's  Park  (ref.  Figure  4). 

Earlier  in  this  analysis,  the  Task  Force  ascertained  that  a  full  complement 
of  approximately  40  persons  with  an  average  family  size  of  3.6  would  involve 
the  relocation  of  140  to  150  people.  As  a  result,  the  minimum  municipal 
population  requirement  was  set  at  20,000,  which  would  generously  meet  the 
needs  of  the  staff  of  the  work  unit  and  its  family  members.*  A  population 
ceiling  of  100,000  was  established  since  it  was  felt  that  above  this  figure, 
relocation  costs  (which  would  generally  increase  proportionately  with 
municipal  population  size)  would  have  reached  a  level  where  relocation 
becomes  less  attractive  economically. 


4.1.3(b)  Travel  Time  from  Toronto 


The  Task  Force  examined  road  hours  (highway  isochrones)  from  Toronto  and 
decided  on  a  generous  three-hour  limit.**  This  limit  was  established  on  the 
basis  that  three  hours  was  the  maximum  amount  of  time  (i.e.,  distance)  that 
a  particular  work  unit  should  be  separated  from  its  home  base  (i.e.,  Queen's 
Park).  It  is  realized  by  the  Task  Force  that  work  units  suitable  for  reloca¬ 
tion  would  be  basically  Provincial ly-oriented  in  their  work  programs  and 
since  they  would  be  more  or  less  self-sufficient,  could  be  removed  from 
Queen's  Park.  However,  there  would  still  be  the  need  for  occasional  person- 
to-person  contacts  between  staff  of  the  relocated  work  unit  and  Queen's  Park; 
hence,  the  three-hour  time  constraint. 


*  ■  L •  Minimum  of  20,000  population  is  not  applied  to  designated  growth 

centres  or  new  towns. 

**  NOTE :  Economic  Atlas  of  Ontario,  Department  of  Geography,  University  of 
Toronto,  1969,  Plate  94. 
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: 


Total  number  of  popula- 

Maxlmum  %  allowed  for  tion  spaces  allowed  for  Range  of  population  No.  of  units 

Municipality  Annual  Annual  government  personnel  government  personnel  spaces  required  by  that  can  be 

Population  Range  Growth  Rate  Population  Growth  and  their  families  and  their  families  work  units  (Figure  1)  accommodated 


FIGURE  4 


MUNICIPALITY  POPULATION  REQUIREMENTS 


o 

o 


o 

o 

C\J 


o 

o 


o 

o 

00 


o 

o 

mo 


II 


II 


II 


II 


II 


o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

LD 

ID 

LD 

LD 

LD 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

C\J 

00 

LO 

CM 

r— i 

CO 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

o'* 

CM 

CM 

CM 

CM 

CM 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 

CM 


27 


4.1.3(c)  Accessibi 1 i ty 


Associated  with  travel  time  is  the  criterion  of  accessibility.  Theoreti¬ 
cally,  a  municipality  could  be  within  the  three-hour  travel  limit,  but 
it  might  not  be  readily  accessible.  Accessibility  was  studied  by  placing 
a  hexagonal  grid  pattern,  scaled  to  10-mile  cells,  over  a  network  map 
which  indicated  all  railway  lines  and  principle  roads  in  Southern  Ontario, 
and  counting  the  frequency  with  which  routes  crossed  the  cell  boundaries.* 
In  this  manner,  the  route  intensity  in  each  cell  was  established.  A  six- 
category  classification  was  derived  from  these  values  and  accessibility 
isolines.  This  six-category  classification  ranged  from  "poor"  to  "good" 
and  the  Task  Force  concentrated  on  those  centres  which  fell  in  the  top 
three  categories,  i.e. ,  from  "average"  to  "good". 


4.1.3(d)  Development  of  Potential  Growth  Centres/Areas  or  New  Towns 


The  Ontario  Government  has  designated  certain  municipalities  to  receive 
incentives  for  growth.  This  is  most  evident  in  the  Toronto-Centred 
Region  (now  a  portion  of  the  Central  Planning  Region)  where  specific 
growth  centres/areas  and  a  new  town  have  been  designated.  The  Task  Force 
felt  that  it  was  important  to  include  such  designated  municipalities  in 
its  analysis,  for  if  a  municipality  is  to  be  selected  to  receive  a  work 
unit  selected  for  relocation,  and  it  is  a  designated  growth  centre/area 
or  new  town,  relocation  into  this  particular  municipality  would  support 
the  aims  and  objectives  of  the  growth  centre/area  and  new  town  concept. 


4.1.4  Application  of  Secondary  Selection  Criteria 


Considering  population,  travel  time,  accessibility  and  potential  growth 
centres/areas  and  new  towns,  the  revised  list  of  118  perspective 
municipalities  was  narrowed  down  to  21,  a  number  well  within  the  manage¬ 
able  range  of  20  to  25  candidate  municipalities. 

The  listing  which  follows  offers  a  variety  of  potential  receiving  munici¬ 
palities,  ranging  from  small  designated  growth  centres/areas  in  the  Toronto- 
Centred  Region  to  larger  municipalities  of  up  to  100,000  population.  The 
Task  Force  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  listing  should  offer  a  variety  of 
potential  municipalities  which  could  be  candidates  for  work  units  relocated 
from  Queen ' s  Park. 


*N0TE:  Economic  Atlas  of  Ontario,  Department  of  Geography,  University  of 
Toronto,  1969,  Plate  85. 
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The  21  municipalities  which  were  selected  for  in-depth  evaluation  are  as 
follows : 


Barrie 
Bel  levi lie 
Brampton 
Brantford 
Burl i ngton 

Cambridge  (formerly  Galt- 


North  Pickering 
Oakvi 1 le 
Ori  Ilia 
Oshawa 

Peterborough 

Port  Col  borne 

Port  Hope  -  Cobourg 

St.  Thomas 

Wei  1  and 

Whitby 

Woodstock 


Preston-Hespel  er) 
Col  1 i ngwood 
Guelph 
Midland 
Niagara  Falls 


4.2  Qualification  of  Receiving  Municipalities 


4.2.1  Basic  Requirements 


Having  decided  on  the  21  municipalities  which  would  be  the  subject  of 
detailed  study,  basic  requirements  were  utilized  in  order  to  test  the 
eligibility  of  a  municipality  to  receive  a  particular  work  unit.  The 
Task  Force  also  recognized  that  the  requirements  needed  to  fulfill  the  needs 
of  one  particular  work  unit  would  not  necessarily  be  the  same  as  those  of 
another.  Therefore,  it  was  necessary  to  utilize  basic  requirements  which 
would  have  general  application  to  all  of  the  candidate  work  units.  Secondly, 
it  was  imperative  that  the  analysis  of  these  basic  requirements  treat  all  21 
municipalities  equally. 

Each  requirement  could  contain  several  components  which  would  be  aggregated 
to  represent  the  final  position  or  status  for  that  particular  requirement. 

In  order  to  treat  each  municipality  equally,  a  scoring  system  was  introduced 
which  would  be  applied  to  each  requirement  and  its  components.  The  summation 
of  all  requirements  and  their  respective  components  for  each  municipality 
would  effectively  rate  one  municipality  against  another  on  an  equal  basis. 
Under  this  system,  each  requirement  and  its  components,  if  applicable,  were 
scored  from  1  to  10.  In  all  cases,  both  for  the  requirement  and  its 
components,  a  score  of  1  was  rated  most  favourable  while  a  score  of  10  was 
rated  least  favourable.  In  totalling  the  scores  of  the  requirements  and 
their  respective  components  for  each  municipality,  a  low  total  would  indicate 
that  a  municipality  ranks  more  favourably  than  a  municipality  for  which  the 
total  score  is  higher. 


-  29  - 


The  eight  basic  requirements  which  were  utilized  in  analyzing  each  of  the 
21  municipalities  are: 

(a)  Commercial  Space  Cost 

(b)  Labour  Force  Availability 

(c)  Municipal  Financial  Status 

(d)  Housing 

(e)  Water  and  Sewage 

(f)  Education  Facilities 

(g)  Health  Facilities 

(h)  Growth  Centre/Area  or  New  Town 

Designation 

4.2.1(a)  Commercial  Space  Cost 


Only  one  component  of  commercial  space  was  considered,  that  being  the  annual 
rental  costs  in  dollars  per  square  foot.  Commercial  space  availability  was 
not  considered  for  it  was  felt  that  if  there  is  a  market  for  commercial  space 
in  a  given  municipality,  this  same  market  would  be  fulfilled  by  either  unocc¬ 
upied  space  now  existing  within  a  municipality,  or  by  the  Ministry  of 
Government  Services  providing  the  necessary  space  within  a  muni cipal i ty .  The 
Task  Force  feels  that  it  is  the  market  which  will  dictate  monthly  square 
footage  cost,  and  not  the  amount  of  commercial  space  available  at  a  partic¬ 
ular  point  in  time.  As  a  result,  commercial  space  cost  was  scored  for  eacn 
municipality,  with  the  municipality  having  the  lowest  cost  receiving  a  score 
of  1  and  conversely,  the  municipality  with  the  highest  cost  receiving  a 
score  of  10. 


4.2.1(b)  Labour  Force  Availability 


In  studying  labour  force  availability,  six  components  were  studied  by  the 
Task  Force.  The  labour  force  was  divided  into  male  and  female  personnel 
and  each  of  these  was  sub-divided  into  middle  management;  professional, 
technical  and  administrative;  and  clerical  classifications;  totalling  six 
components.  The  components  were  evaluated  by  calculating  the  number  of 
unemployed  persons  as  a  percentage  of  the  employed  population  for  each  of 
the  employee  classifications  within  the  male  and  female  sectors  of  the 
labour  force.  The  best  situation  is  when  the  percentage  of  unemployed  for 
each  component  is  the  largest  and  consequently  receives  a  score  of  1;  the 


-  30  - 


smallest  unemployment  percentage  receives  a  score  of  10. 


4.2.1(c)  Municipal  Financial  Status 


Municipal  financial  status,  as  a  basic  requirement,  was  divided  into 
four  components:  residential-commercial  assessment;  equalized  assessment 
per  capita;  residential  taxation  per  household;  and  municipal  debt 
charges  per  household. 

In  the  analyses  of  any  given  municipality,  the  ratio  of  commercial  to 
residential  assessment  which  relates  the  proportion  of  the  municipal 
revenue  derived  from  each  of  these  two  classes,  is  a  useful  indicator. 

In  general  terms,  a  high  ratio  of  commercial  to  residential  assessment  is 
considered  ideal  in  that  it  indicates  a  tax  base  from  which  only  a  small 
proportion  of  the  revenue  is  derived  from  the  residential  classification. 
In  this  connection,  a  widely  recognized  guide  used  by  the  municipal 
financial  community  is  a  resi denti al icommerci al  assessment  ratio  of  60:40. 
As  a  result,  the  municipality  with  the  greater  proportion  of  commercial 
assessment  to  residential  assessment  received  a  score  of  1,  while  the 
municipality  with  the  greater  proportion  of  residential  assessment  to 
commercial  assessment  scored  10. 

Directly  related  to  this  resi denti al :commerci al  assessment  ratio  is  the 
equalized  assessment  per  capita.  This  component  relates  the  population 
of  a  given  municipality  and  the  tax  revenue  (which  is  attained  through 
assessment)  that  a  municipality  has  available  per  capita.  Consequently, 
a  municipality  with  a  higher  equalized  assessment  per  capita  received  a 
score  of  1,  while  a  municipality  with  a  low  assessment  per  capita  received 
a  score  of  10. 

The  two  remaining  components,  residential  taxation  per  household  and 
municipal  debt  charges  per  household,  reflect  direct  costs  borne  by  the 
individual  taxpayer  either  directly  or  indirectly.  The  municipality  whose 
residential  taxation  per  household  is  low  scored  1,  while  a  high  resident¬ 
ial  taxation  per  household  scored  10. 

Residential  debt  charges  per  household  were  treated  in  the  same  manner.  A 
municipality  with  a  low  debt  charge  per  household  received  a  score  of  1, 
and  a  high  debt  charge  scored  10. 

When  considered  collectively,  these  four  components  give  an  indication  of 
the  financial  health  of  a  given  municipality.  However,  this  evaluation  of 
a  municipality's  financial  stability  is  only  a  reflection  of  the  current 
situation  which  exists  in  a  municipality  and  is  not  a  reflection  of  its 
past  or  future  municipal  financial  status. 
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4.2.1(d)  Housing 


The  Task  Force  utilized  two  components  in  its  study  of  housing.  One  was 
the  study  of  the  various  categories  of  housing  (i.e.,  "mix")  that  existed 
in  any  given  municipality  in  1966.  In  this  analysis,  the  number  of  house¬ 
holds  or  occupied  dwellings  was  divided  into  single  detached,  semi-detached, 
row,  terrace,  apartment,  flats  and  duplexes.  The  municipality  with  the 
best  "mix"  would  receive  a  score  of  1,  the  worst  "mix"  would  receive  a 
score  of  10.  The  other  component  shows  the  number  of  dwellings  built  between 
1968  and  1970  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  households  or  occupied 
dwellings  in  1966.  A  municipality  with  the  highest  percentage  increase 
received  a  score  of  1  and  conversely,  a  municipality  with  the  lowest 
percentage  increase  was  scored  10. 


4.2.1(e)  Water  and  Sewage 


Both  water  and  sewage  capacities  were  utilized  in  the  evaluation  of 
municipalities.  In  most  cases,  the  "population"  served  by  the  water  system 
of  a  municipality  did  not  correspond  to  the  "population"  served  by  the 
sewage  system.  Therefore,  to  study  the  ability  of  a  municipality  to  absorb 
an  influx  of  people,  the  lowest  "population",  as  represented  by  either  water 
or  sewage  was  used  as  an  indicator.  In  some  municipalities,  either  the 
water  or  the  sewage,  or  sometimes  both,  were  currently  at  full  capacity.  In 
other  cases,  municipalities  did  have  an  excess  capacity  in  both  systems  and 
could  therefore,  absorb  more  people.  Therefore,  these  two  components,  when 
combined,  give  an  indication  of  a  municipality's  current  capacity  to  absorb 
more  people;  the  greatest  excess  capacity  received  a  score  of  1,  the  lowest 
or  no  excess  capacity  received  a  score  of  10.  The  Task  Force  studied 
conditions  as  they  currently  existed  and  did  not  take  into  consideration 
future  potential  due  to  anticipated  or  on-going  construction  programs  in 
relation  to  these  two  systems. 


4.2.1(f)  Education  Facilities 


Education,  as  a  basic  requirement  was  divided  into  three  components,  i.e., 
the  excess  capacity  of  public  schools,  separate  schools  and  secondary 
schools  for  any  given  municipality.  The  excess  capacity  for  each  component 
was  taken  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  capacity  for  that  component.  The 
greatest  excess  capacity  scored  a  1  and  the  least  capacity  was  scored  10. 


4.2.1(g)  Health  Facilities 


Health,  like  education,  was  divided  into  three  components.  In  this  case, 
the  ratios  of  population  to  medical  specialists,  population  to  general 
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practi tioners ,  and  population  to  active  treatment  hospital  beds,  was 
studied.  Each  component  was  treated  somewhat  like  a  "waiting  list". 
The  municipality  having  the  fewer  number  of  people  on  a  "waiting  list" 
to  see  a  specialist  and  a  general  practitioner,  and  the  fewest  number 
of  people  competing  for  an  active  treatment  hospital  bed,  received  a 
score  of  1.  Conversely,  the  municipality  with  the  greatest  number  of 
people  on  the  "waiting  list",  received  a  score  of  10. 


4.2.1(h)  Growth  Centres/Areas  and  New  Town  Designation 


Certain  of  the  21  municipalities  studied  have  been  designated  by  the 
Ontario  Government  as  being  a  growth  centre/area  or  new  town.  In  this 
case,  a  municipality  that  has  received  such  a  designation  received  a  score 
of  1,  all  others  that  have  not  been  so  designated  received  a  score  of  10. 


4.2.2  Secondary  Considerations 


Section  4.2.1  concerned  itself  with  the  basic  requirements  that  a 
municipality  must  fulfill  in  order  to  receive  a  work  unit.  The  study  of 
"Employee  Attitudes  Towards  Relocation,"  Volume  V,  of  the  Task  Force  Report, 
points  out  that  " one  of  the  major  concerns ,  (of  staff)  prior  to  the  move, 
was  with  the  sorts  of  activities  which  the  individual  would  find  in  the  new 
community 3  and  the  mechanisms  which  he  could  use  in  order  to  become  part  of 
that  new  community."  In  other  words,  there  are  secondary  considerations  which 
are  of  prime  importance  to  the  individual.  These  secondary  considerations, 
unlike  the  basic  requirements  discussed  in  Section  4.2.1,  can  vary  with  the 
individual.  For  example,  one  person's  interpretation  of  the  recreation 
potential  of  a  municipality  may  be  totally  different  than  that  expressed  by 
another.  As  a  result,  the  Task  Force  recognizes  the  need  to  study  these 
secondary  considerations,  but  only  when  the  receiving  municipality  has  been 
selected,  due  to  the  wide  variation  in  attitudes  and  perception  which  exists 
among  individuals.  However,  the  Task  Force  felt  that  a  broad  classification 
of  secondary  considerations  would  involve  such  general  subjects  as  recrea¬ 
tional,  cultural,  social  and  commercial  facilities.  These  should  be  evaluateo 
in  relation  to  the  individuals  of  the  particular  work  unit  to  be  relocated 
once  the  decision  to  relocate  the  work  unit  to  a  given  municipality  has  been 
made. 
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5. 


RELATING  OF  WORK  UNITS  TO  RECEIVING  MUNICIPALITIES 


5. 1  Definition  of  Methodology 


At  this  point  in  time,  methodology  has  been  developed  for  the  selection 
of  candidate  work  units  and  potential  receiving  municipalities,  each 
evaluation  being  done  in  isolation  of  the  other.  The  process  of  matching 
these  two  groups,  and  their  individual  differing  characteristics,  reflects 
the  importance  the  Task  Force  has  ascribed  to  the  economics  involved  in  any 
relocation  of  people. 


5.1.1  Work  Unit  Characteristics 


In  order  to  develop  a  method  for  relating  work  unit  candidates  to 
receiving  municipalities,  the  basic  requirement  of  labour  force  availabi¬ 
lity  described  in  Section  4.2.1(b)  requires  the  analysis  of  each  work_ 
unit  interms  of  its  total  employee  complement.  Four  employee  classifica¬ 
tions  were  used:  senior  management;  middle  management;  professional/ 
technical/administrative  personnel;  and  clerical  personnel.  The  employee 
classifications  applicable  to  each  work  unit  were  divided  into  the  respec¬ 
tive  male  and  female  staff  components  (ref.  Figure  5).  Data  were  gathered 
on  all  four  classifications,  but  the  "senior  management"  category  was  not 
used  by  the  Task  Force  in  evaluating  municipal  labour  supply  since  it  was 
felt  that  in  the  case  of  relocation,  this  entire  category  (male  and  female) 
would  move  from  Toronto  and  would  not  have  to  be  drawn  from  the  local  labour 
force.  However,  the  "senior  management"  classification  was  included  in  the 
analysis  of  al 1  the  other  basic  requirements  discussed  in  Section  4.2.1. 

FIGURE  5 

WORK  UNIT  CHARACTERISTICS 


Employee  Classification 

Staff  Breakdown 

Total  Male 
and 

Female 

Male 

Femal e 

Senior  Management 

Middle  Management 

Professional /Technical / 
Administrative 

Cleri cal 

TOTAL 
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5.1.2  "Weighting11  of  Municipality  Requirements 


The  Task  Force  felt  that  some  of  these  basic  requirements,  as  discussed 
in  Section  4.2.1,  were  more  important  than  others  and  as  a  result,  a 
weighted  score  was  assigned  to  each.  The  eight  basic  requirements  and  their 
subsequent  weighted  scores,  which  would  be  used  in  the  process  of  relating 
candidate  work  units  to  candidate  receiving  municipalities,  are  shown  in 
Figure  6. 


FIGURE  6 

WEIGHTED  SCORING  OF  BASIC  REQUIREMENTS 


Basic  Requirements  Assigned  Weighted  Score 


(a) 

Commercial  Space  Cost 

25.0 

(b) 

Labour  Force  Availability 

20.0 

(c) 

Municipal  Financial  Status 

15.0 

(d) 

Housi ng 

10.0 

(e) 

Water  and  Sewage 

10.0 

(f) 

Education  Facilities 

7.5 

(9) 

Health  Facilities 

7.5 

(h) 

Growth  Centre/Area  or 

New  Town  Designation 

5.0 

100.0 

Commercial  Space  Cost  received  the  highest  weighted  score  (25),  as  this 
requirement  was  considered  to  be  most  important  when  considering  the 
economics  of  moving.  Labour  Force  Availability  received  the  next  most 
highly  weighted  score  (20).  The  Task  Force  felt  that  staff  replacement 
coul d  occur  in  two  ways: 

(i)  if  some  of  the  staff  of  a  work  unit  selected  for  relocation 
declined  to  move  to  a  municipality,  either  for  personal  or 
other  reasons,  staff  could  be  recruited  from  within  the 
receiving  municipality,  and 
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(ii)  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  full  staff  complement 
moved  with  the  work  unit,  there  would  eventaully  be 
staff  turnover,  and  replacements  could  be  recruited  from 
the  receiving  municipality. 

It  must  be  noted  that  in  view  of  the  Provincial  Government's  quarantee  of 
employment  security,  recruitment  from  elsewhere  within  the  Ontario  Public 
Service  would  be  the  primary  method  chosen  to  fill  vacancies.  In  the 
situation  where  labour  supply  in  the  Ontario  Public  Service  could  not  fill 
a  work  unit's  staff  requi  rements ,  the  receiving  municipality  could  fill 
this  vacancy. 

Municipal  Financial  Status  received  the  third  most  highly-weighted  score  (15). 
This  requirement  scored  fairly  high  because  it  indicated  the  general  financial 
"health"  of  a  municipality.  The  Terms  of  Reference  do  not  instruct  the  Task 
Force  to  develop  means  by  which  the  economic  development  of  municipalities 
may  be  stimulated,  so  therefore  municipalities  considered  must  be  as  self- 
sufficient  as  possible  given  today's  economic  conditions. 

Housing,  as  a  basic  requirement,  received  a  weighted  score  of  10.  This 
requirement  is  a  primary  consideration  of  employees  with  regard  to  possible 
relocation.  Closely  related  to  housing  is  the  basic  requirement  for  water 
and  sewage  facilities.  This  requirement  also  received  a  weighted  score  of 
10  and  is  a  primary  staff  concern  since  water  and  sewage  facilities  indicate 
the  ability  of  a  given  municipality  to  support  a  variety  of  needs  such  as 
housing,  commercial  infrastructure ,  recreational  pursuits,  etc. 


Education  and  health  facilities  each  received  a  weighted  score  of  7.5. 

These  are  secondary  considerations  which  would  be  necessary  requirements 
to  the  reception  of  a  group  of  new  people  to  a  given  municipality. 

The  last  basic  requirement  is  that  of  growth  centre/area  or  new  town  desig¬ 
nation.  This  requirement  received  a  weighted  score  of  5  and  is  a  recognition 
of  Government  policy  which  now  exists. 


5.1.2(a)  Commercial  Space  Cost 


Only  one  component  was  utilized  in  this  analysis,  that  being  the  annual  rental 
costs  in  dollars  per  square  foot  for  office  accommodation.  Only  three  ranges 
of  rental  costs  emerged  in  all  21  municipalities:  $4  to  $5/sq.  ft.,  $5  to  $6/ 
sq.  ft.,  and  $6  to  $7/sq.  ft.  These  three  ranges  were  then  individually 
ranked  from  1  to  10.  The  weighted  score  for  this  requirement  was  25  and 
therefore,  the  factor  required  to  upgrade  the  ranking  to  25  was  2.5. 
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Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking  Factor  Weighted  Score 
3  aggregated  to  1  1  to  10  x  2.5  =  up  to  25 


5.1.2(b)  Labour  Force  Availability 


In  this  analysis,  the  municipal  labour  force  was  evaluated  in  direct 
relation  to  the  total  staff  composition  of  the  particular  work  unit  to 
be  relocated.  As  was  noted  in  Section  5.1.1,  the  "senior  management" 
grouping  was  not  used  by  the  Task  Force  in  evaluating  municipal  labour 
supply.  Instead,  only  the  grouping  of  middle  management,  professional/ 
technical/administrative  personnel,  and  clerical  personnel  were  utilized. 

Each  of  these  three  employee  groupings  were  divided  into  their  respective 
male  and  female  components  making  a  total  of  six  components  altogether  which 
were  utilized  in  analyzing  a  municipality's  labour  force  availability.  Each 
of  these  six  components  was  individually  ranked  from  1  to  10.  If  the  staff 
composition  of  a  particular  work  unit  involved  all  six  components,  municipal 
labour  force  availability  was  studied  in  the  same  fashion.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  a  work  unit  did  not  have  any  female  middle  management  personnel 
or  male  clerical  staff,  the  labour  force  availability  for  these  two  components 
was  not  studied  at  the  municipal  level.  Since  the  weighted  score  in  the  case 
of  labour  force  availability  was  set  at  20,  the  factors  utilized  would  vary 
directly  with  the  number  of  components  which  were  representati ve  of  a  particu¬ 
lar  work  unit's  labour  force  composition. 


Number  of  Components  Used 

(Total  Staff  Composition)  Total  Ranking  Factor  Weighted  Score 


6 

1 

to 

60 

*  3.0  = 

up 

to 

20 

5 

1 

to 

50 

ii 

LO 

• 

C\J 

up 

to 

20 

4 

1 

to 

40 

-r  2.0  = 

up 

to 

20 

3 

1 

to 

30 

■?  1.5  = 

up 

to 

20 

2 

1 

to 

20 

not 

up 

to 

20 

appl i cable 

1 

1 

to 

10 

x  2.0  = 

up 

to 

20 

5.1.2(c)  Municipal  Financial  Status 

In  this  analysis,  four  components  were  used:  residential  commercial  assessment; 
equalized  assessment  per  capita;  residential  taxation  per  household;  and 
municipal  debt  charges  per  household.  All  four  were  individually  ranked  from 
1  to  10  and  when  accumulated,  resulted  in  a  total  ranking  of  1  to  40.  In  this 
particular  case,  the  weighted  score  was  established  at  15  and  the  factor  to 
reduce  the  ranking  to  15  is  2.67. 
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Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking  hactor 


Weighted  Score 

up  to  15 


4 


1  to  40  -r  2.67  = 


5.1.2(d)  Housing 


Two  components  were  used  to  analyze  housing;  the  availability  of  various 
housing  types  as  existed  in  1966,  and  the  total  number  of  dwellings  built 
between  1968  and  1970  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  households 
or  occupied  dwellings  which  existed  in  1966.  Both  components  were  indivi¬ 
dually  ranked  from  1  to  10  and  when  summed,  gave  a  ranking  from  1  to  20. 
The  weighted  score  of  this  requirement  was  set  at  10  and  therefore,  the 
factor  required  to  reduce  the  total  ranking  to  10  is  2. 


Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking  Factor  Weighted  Score 
2  1  to  20  ,  2.0  =  up  to  10 

5.1.2(e)  Water  and  Sewage 


This  requirement  was  evaluated  in  terms  of  a  given  municipality's  current 
capacity  to  absorb  more  people.  If  a  municipality  is  currently  able  to 
absorb  more  people,  it  received  a  ranking  of  1,  if  not,  it  received  a 
ranking  of  10.  The  weighted  score  in  this  case  was  also  set  at  10,  so  no 
factoring  is  required. 


Number  of  Components  Used 
1 


Total  Ranking 

1  or  10 


Factor 

not 

applicable 


Weighted  Score 
1  or  10 


5.1.2(f)  Education  Facilities 


In  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Minister  of  Education,  1972,  it  is  indicated 
that  approximately  one-fourth  of  a  municipality's  population  attends  school 
in  the  public,  separate  and  secondary  school  categories.  On  the  average, 
the  student  enrolment  ratio  of  public  schools  to  separate  schools  to 
secondary  schools  is  2:1:1.  The  starting  basis  for  this  analysis  was  the 
staff  complement  of  each  work  unit.  The  total  complement  was  multiplied 
by  a  factor  of  3.6  persons  per  family  to  arrive  at  an  estimate  of  the 
total  number  of  people  associated  with  a  move.  Of  this  total,  one-fourth 
was  taken  to  be  representati ve  of  a  work  unit's  school  population.  The 
school  population  was  further  analyzed  in  relation  to  the  school  category 
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ratio  of  2:1:1  mentioned  above.  The  number  of  students  that  a  particular 
work  unit  would  add  to  each  of  the  three  school  categories  in  a  given 
municipality  was  studied  in  relation  to  the  excess  capacities  that 
currently  exist  for  each  school  category.  If  one  or  more  school  categories 
was  not  able  to  absorb  the  additional  number  of  students  associated  with 
the  influx  of  a  particular  work  unit  to  a  municipality,  the  municipality 
received  a  score  of  10.  If  the  excess  capacity  in  all  three  categories  of 
the  school  system  was  sufficient,  the  municipality  would  receive  a  score 
of  1.  In  this  case,  the  weighted  score  was  set  at  7.5,  and  therefore,  to 
reduce  the  total  ranking  down  to  7.5,  a  factor  of  1.3  was  utilized. 


Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking  Factor  Weighted  Score 
3  aggregated  to  1  1  or  10  ■=■  1.3  =  1  or  7.5 

5.1.2(g)  Health  Facilities 


Three  components  were  used  in  the  evaluation  of  health  facilities;  the 
number  of  people  per  general  practitioner,  the  number  of  people  per 
specialist,  and  the  number  of  people  per  active  treatment  bed.  The  three 
components  were  individually  ranked  from  1  to  10  and  when  summed  resulted 
in  a  total  ranking  of  1  to  30.  The  weighted  score  for  health  facilities 
was  set  at  7.5  and  therefore,  the  factor  required  to  meet  this  weighted 
score  is  4. 


Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking 


Factor  Weighted  Score 


3 


1  to  30  t  4 


up  to  7.5 


5.1.2(h)  Growth  Centre/Area  or  New  Town  Designation 


This  basic  requirement  was  studied  in  terms  of  whether  or  not  a  municipality 
has  been  designated  as  a  growth  centre/area  or  new  town.  If  a  municipality 
is  so  designated,  it  received  a  score  of  1  and  if  not,  it  received  a  score 
of  10.  The  weighted  score  in  this  case  is  5,  and  therefore,  the  factor 
needed  to  reduce  the  ranking  to  5  is  2. 


Number  of  Components  Used  Total  Ranking  Factor  Weighted  Score 


1 


1  or  10  -r  2  =  1  or  5 


A  summation  of  Section  5.1.2  in  tabular  form  is  to  be 
"Weighting"  of  Municipality  Requirements.  This  table 
upon  which  the  methodology  for  relating  work  units  to 
palities  will  be  applied  (Section  5.2). 


found  in  Figure  7, 
will  be  the  basis 
receiving  munici- 
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5.2  Application  of  Methodology 


Having  previously  described  the  methodology  used  by  the  Task  Force  to  select 
receiving  municipalities  (Section  4)  and  having  defined  the  methodology  of 
"weighting"  municipality  requirements  (Section  5.1,  5.1.1,  and  5.1.2),  it  is 
now  possible  to  apply  the  results  obtained  from  their  application  to  relate 
candidate  work  units  to  receiving  municipalities. 

As  mentioned  earlier  (Section  3.3),  five  work  unit  candidates  were  identi¬ 
fied  as  a  result  of  the  qualitative  evaluation.  For  illustrative  purposes, 
it  was  decided  that  two  of  these  work  units  should  be  "tested"  against 
prospective  receiving  municipalities  and  that  these  two  units  should  have  a 
wide  variance  in  their  respective  staff  complements.  Since  the  average  staff 
complement  of  the  work  units  was  approximately  40,  it  was  felt  that  a  work 
unit  with  a  large  complement  should  also  be  tested.  Therefore,  the 
Conservation  Authorities  Branch  (complement  of  44)  was  selected  as  represent¬ 
ing  a  work  unit  with  an  average  staff  complement  of  approximately  40.  The 
Geological  Branch  with  a  complement  of  106  was  also  used  to  test  the  methodo¬ 
logy  even  though  it  might  not  have  passed  the  qualitative  evaluation  described 
in  Section  3.3. 

The  information  resulting  from  application  of  the  various  methodologies 
discussed  above  in  Section  3.3,  4,  5.1,  5.1.1  and  5.1.2  is  recorded  in  the 
following  three  figures:  Figure  8  shows  the  result  of  matching  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch  with  the  21  selected  municipa¬ 
lities;  Figure  9  shows  the  results  of  matching  the  requirements  of  the 
Geological  Branch  with  these  same  21  municipalities;  and  Figure  10  is  a 
comparative  ranking  of  municipalities  in  order  of  suitability  for  the  two 
Branches. 

Although  the  ranking  of  municipalities  will  vary  in  relation  to  different 
work  units,  as  is  shown  in  Figure  10,  all  21  municipalities  tested  could  be 
good  candidates  for  receiving  relocated  work  units.  As  mentioned  earlier, 
the  basic  requirements  utilize  only  numerical  data  (ref.  Figure  5)  as 
it  applies  to  the  current  situation  and  therefore,  would  be  fundamental  to 
the  decision-making  process.  The  other  very  important  consideration  is  a 
political  one.  For  example,  the  public  documents  associated  with  the 
Toronto-Centred  Region  advocate  that  it  is  the  Provincial  Government's 
"intention  to  stimulate  growth  in  the  eastern  corridor  to  reduce  to  some 
degree  the  pressure  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  to  a  lesser  extent  the 
west j  both  of  which  are  showing  the  effects  of  congestion  and  excessive 
land  prices. "* 


*  NOTE:  Design  for  Development:  A  Status  Report  for  the  Toronto-Centred 
Region,  The  Government  of  Ontario,  August  1971,  Page  6. 
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FIGURE  7 


"WEIGHTING"  OF  MUNICIPALITY  REQUIREMENTS 


Assi gned 

Number  of 

Basic  Requirements 

Wei ghted 

Components 

Total 

Wei ghted 

Score 

Used 

Ranki ng 

Factor  Score 

Commercial  Cost 

Maximum  of  20 

3 

Aqqreqated 

1  to  10 

x  2.5  =  up  to  25 

to  1 

6 

1  to  60 

■f  3.0  =  up  to  20 

5 

1  to  50 

■i  2.5  =  up  to  20 

4 

1  to  40 

•=■  2.0  =  up  to  20 

Labour  Force 
Availability 

Maximum  of  20 

3 

1  to  30 

■i  1.5  =  up  to  20 

2 

1  to  20 

n°t  up  to  20 
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FIGURE  6 


HATCHING  OF  MUNICIPALITIES  TO  WORK  UNITS 

MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

CONSERVATION  AUTHORITIES  BRANCH 
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FIGURE  9 

HATCHING  OF  MUNICIPALITIES  TO  WORK  WITS 

MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

GEOLOGICAL  BRANCH 
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FIGURE  10 


COMPARATIVE  RANKING  OF 

MUNICIPALITIES 

,  IN  ORDER  OF  SUITABILITY 

Geological  Branch 

Conservation  Authorities  Branch 

1. 

North  Pickering 

1. 

North  Pickering 

2. 

Col  1 i ngwood 

2. 

Col  1 i ngwood 

3. 

Port  Hope  -  Cobourg 

3. 

Orillia 

4. 

Ori  Ilia 

4. 

Port  Hope  -  Cobourg 

5. 

St.  Thomas 

5. 

Barrie 

6 . 

Wei  1  and 

6. 

St.  Thomas 

7. 

Guelph 

7. 

Midland 

8. 

Brantford 

8. 

Welland 

9. 

Whitby 

9. 

Brantford 

10. 

Oshawa 

10. 

Guelph 

11. 

Niagara  Falls 

11. 

Whitby 

12. 

Woodstock 

12. 

Oshawa 

13. 

Barri  e 

13. 

Brampton 

14. 

Mi  dland *  * 

14. 

Niagara  Falls 

14. 

Peterborough  * 

15. 

Woodstock 

15. 

Brampton 

16. 

Peterborough  ** 

16. 

Port  Col  borne 

16. 

Port  Col  borne  ** 

17. 

Bel levi lie 

17. 

Belleville 

18. 

Cambri  dge 

18. 

Cambridge 

19. 

Oakville 

19. 

Oakvi lie 

20. 

Burlington 

20. 

Burlington 

NOTE: 

*  Both  municipalities  received  equal  ranking 

**  Both  municipalities  received  equal  ranking 
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6. 


BENEFITS  AND  COSTS  OF  RELOCATION 


The  relocation  of  a  designated  work  unit  to  a  receiving  municipality  will 
incur  certain  additional  costs  before  the  anticipated  benefits  of  the  move 
can  be  realized.  Certain  cost  factors  may  not  be  applicable  when  consider¬ 
ing  relocation  of  a  designated  work  unit  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  as  opposed  to  a  relocation  to  another 
municipality. 

6.1  Costs  Elements  Defined 

The  elements  of  cost  fall  into  two  categories.  The  first  concerns  the  work 
unit  and  its  program  delivery  systems;  the  second  concerns  members  of  the 
staff  and  their  dependants.  One  is  operational,  the  other  domestic.  Certain 
costs  are  non-recurring  or  of  a  one-time  nature,  and  are  only  experienced 
during  the  implementation  period.  Others  are  recurring  or  continuous  and 
must  be  provided  for  in  the  fiscal  year  budget  estimates.  Appendix  17  lists 
the  cost  elements  that  would  be  non-recurring ,  as  well  as  those  which  would 
be  recurring,  and  their  relationship  to  relocation  to  a  point  within  Metro¬ 
politan  Toronto  or  to  another  municipality  outside  of  Toronto. 

6.2  Benefit  Elements  Defined 

Benefits  relate  to  two  areas  of  operation,  the  work  unit  itself  and  Govern¬ 
ment  as  a  whole.  Certain  benefits  are  non-quantif iabl e,  others  can  be  expressed 
in  terms  of  dollar  savings.  Some  of  the  benefits  may  not  be  realized  in  the 
case  where  the  relocation  is  within  or  adjacent  to  the  boundaries  of  Metropol¬ 
itan  Toronto,  while  others  would  be  realized  in  all  relocations.  The  benefit 
elements  and  their  definitions  are  presented  in  Appendix  18. 

6.3  Application  of  Cost  and  Benefits  -  Outside  Metropolitan  Toronto 

Costs  and  benefits  can  only  be  estimated  after  the  selection  of  a  particular 
work  unit  for  relocation  has  been  made  and  its  new  location  determined.  The 
costs  and  benefits  will  be  influenced  by  the  numbers  of  staff  of  the  work 
unit  selected  and  by  the  characteristics  of  the  receiving  municipality.  In 
the  absence  of  any  specific  decision  to  relocate  a  particular  work  unit,  the 
Task  Force  was  obliged  to  use  general  estimating  techniques.  For  illustrative 
purposes  the  Task  Force  has  made  a  benefit/cost  analysis  based  on  relocation  of 
the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch.  It  has  been  assumed  that  100%  of  the  staff 
would  be  relocated  and  that  the  staff  would  receive  100%  of  the  personal  allow¬ 
ances  provided  to  staff  of  the  Ontario  Public  Service  in  the  case  of  relocation. 

With  the  foregoing  in  mind,  the  Task  Force  will  hypothetically  move  this  Branch 
to  the  Town  of  Collingwood,  being  the  first  established  municipality  listed  in 
Figure  10.  The  definition  of  costs  and  benefits,  and  their  application, 
whether  non-recurring  or  recurring;  and  non-quantifiable  or  quantifiable,  will 
be  described  in  the  Sections  following. 
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Before  any  costs  may  be  applied,  it  is  first  necessary  to  obtain  the 
composition  of  staff  and  their  families.  The  following  table  is  presented 
as  an  example  in  which  instance  the  family  compositions  and  domestic  data 
are  computed  from  Ontario  Public  Services  statistical  averages: 


FIGURE  11 
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6.3.1 


Non-recurri nq  Implementation  Costs 


6.3.1(a)  Moving  of  existing  office  furniture  and  equipment ,  etc.  to  new 
location 

To  any  location  within  a  300  mile  radius  of  Queen's  Park  the  moving  charge 
is  established  at  13.5<t  per  pound  plus  20%.  For  each  employee  classifica¬ 
tion  an  average  weight  of  office  furniture  and  files,  etc.  has  been  assign¬ 
ed  by  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services.  The  moving  costs  as  they  could 
apply  to  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch  are  set  out  below: 


Employee 

Furniture  Cost  Per 

Number  of 

Total 

Cl assi fi cati on 

Per  Employee  Employee 

Employees 

Cost 

SM 

900  lbs  $145.80 

1 

$145.80 

MM 

650  lbs  $105.30 

4 

$421.20 

PTA 

475  lbs  $  76.95 

29 

$2, 231. 55 

CL 

350  lbs  $  56.70 

10 

$567.00 

TOTAL 

- 

44 

$3,365.55 

60301(b)  Acquisition  of  new  furniture ,  equipment  as  required 

Purchase  of  replacement  office  furniture  would  present  a 

different  cost 

than  moving  the 

current  furnishings.  Scales 

have  been  established  by  the 

Ministry  of  Government  Services  for  office 

furniture  for 

each  Ontario 

Public  Service 

Employee  Classification.  Although  no  credit  is  allowed 

for  current  furnishings  the  costs  of  new  furniture,  delivered,  could  be 

as  follows: 

Employee 

Replacement  Costs 

Number  of 

Total 

Cl assi fi cation 

Per  Employee 

Employees 

Cost 

SM 

$780.00 

1 

$  780.00 

MM 

$429.15 

4 

$ 1 ,  716.60 

PTA 

$245.35 

29 

$7,115. 15 

CL 

$146.10 

10 

$1,461.00 

TOTAL 

44 

$11,072.  75 
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6,3. 1(c)  Installation  of  communications  and  electrical  facilities 


Installation  costs  as  they  relate  to  telephone  and 
Province-wide  standard  rates.  They  do  not  include 
relating  to  Electronic  Data  Processing  equipment, 
installation  costs  could  be  as  follows: 

electrical  outlets  are 
i  any  installation  costs 
etc.  The  basic  service 

Telephone  Outlet  Drilling: 

Employee 

Classification 

Cost  Per 
Outlet 

Outlet  Per 

Empl oyee 

Number  of 
Empl oyees 

Total 

Cost 

SM 

$20.00 

1 

1 

$ 20.00 

MM 

$20.00 

1 

4 

$80.00 

PTA 

$20.00 

1/2 

29 

$300. 00 

CL 

$20.00 

1/3 

10 

$60.00 

TOTAL 

- 

- 

44 

$460.00 

Telephone  Installation: 

Employee 

Classification 

Cost  Per 
Outlet 

Outlet  Per 
Employee 

Number  of 
Employees 

Total 

Cost 

SM 

$18.00 

1 

1 

$18.00 

MM 

$18.00 

1 

4 

$72.00 

PTA 

$18.00 

1 

29 

$522.00 

CL 

$18.00 

1/2 

10 

$90.00 

TOTAL 

- 

- 

44 

$702.00 

Electrical  Outlets: 

Employee 

Cl  assifi cation 

Cost  Per 
Outl et 

Outlet  Per 
Employee 

Number  of 
Employees 

Total 

Cost 

SM 

$32.00 

2 

1 

$64.00 

MM 

$32.00 

I 

4 

$128.00 

PTA 

$32.00 

1/2 

29 

$480.00 

CL 

$32.00 

1 

10 

$320.00 

TOTAL 

- 

— 

44 

$992.00 
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6.3.1(d)  Accommodation  outfitting 


This  element  is  introduced  to  provide  a  means  by  which  office  partitioning 
costs  may  be  calculated.  Office  standards  vary  with  employee  classifica¬ 
tion  and  the  costs  indicate  what  expenditures  would  be  required  to  provide 
office  accommodations  to  the  current  square  footage  standards.  The  costs 
do  not  include  draperies  and  floor  coverings.  In  this  case,  standard  office 
partitioning  is  $15.00  per  lineal  foot  to  which  an  allowance  is  added  for 


1  door  per  office  at  a  cost  of  $145.00. 

Employee  Partition  Costs  Cost  of  Doors 

issification  Per  Office  Per  Office 

Offices  Per 
Employee 

Number  of 
Empl oyees 

Total 

Cost 

SM 

$900.00 

$145.00 

1 

1 

$1,045. 00 

MM 

$750.00 

$145.00 

1 

4 

$3,580.00 

PTA 

$600.00 

$145.00 

1/2 

29 

$11,175.00 

CL 

- 

- 

0 

10 

- 

TOTAL 

_ 

44 

$15,800.00 

6.3.1(e)  Salaries  and  fringe  benefits  of  staff  responsible  for  planning 
and  executing  move. 

The  study  of  "Employee  Attitudes  Towards  Relocation,"  Volume  V,  of  the  Task 
Force  Report,  recommends  "an  implementation  Task  Force  to  manage  all 
aspects  of  each  particular  relocation. ..." .  Provision  is  made  therefore  to 
relate  this  recommended  course  of  action  to  an  estimated  cost.  It  is  assumed 
that  the  services  of  a  Specialist  Coordinator  will  be  required  for  a 
minimum  of  six  months  and  should  be  from  other  than  the  relocating  work  unit. 
The  responsibilities  of  this  coordinator  would  be  in  addition  to  those  of 
the  central  planning  and  implementation  staff  provided  for  in  Volume  I 
(Section  4.5).  Utilization  of  this  Specialist  Coordinator  would  ensure  an 
element  of  inpartiality  and  at  the  same  time  provide  for  the  least  possible 
disruption  of  work  unit  program  delivery  responsibilities  while  the 
relocation  is  in  the  final  planning  and  in  the  implementation  stages . 

The  following  outlines  the  costs  which  could  be  associated  with  the  provision 
of  this  responsibility: 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

one  Coordinator,  annual  salary  of  approximately  $20,000.00  for 

six  months:  $ 10,000.00 

expense  allowances  which  include  travel,  meals,  accommodation 

and  public  relations:  $  1,500.00 

$11,500.00 
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6.3.1(f)  Moving  personnel  and  dependants  to  new  location ,  including 
personnel  allowances. 

These  costs  should  not  be  related  to  program  delivery  but  rather  to  a 
special  funding  due  to  their  domestic  nature. 

Household  Furniture  Moving  Costs: 

Average  household  moving  costs  as  provided  by  the  Ministry  of  Government 
Services,  are  $400.00  for  a  family  with  two  or  more  children  plus  $1.00 
per  mile.  For  a  single  person,  moving  allowances  are  $40.00  per  indivi¬ 
dual  and  $1.00  per  mile.  Distance  from  Toronto  to  Collingwood  for  this 
calculation  is  90  miles.  As  a  result,  moving  the  staff  of  the  Conserva¬ 
tion  Authorities  Branch  could  incur  the  following  moving  costs: 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

27  families  with  two  or  more  children  at 

$400.00  per  family  and  $1.00  per  mile:  $13,230.00 

17  single  personnel  at  $40.00  per  indivi¬ 
dual  and  $1.00  per  mile:  $  2,210.00 


$15,440.00 


Personnel  Moving  Allowances: 


This  allowance  is  provided  for  in  the  Manual  of  Administration  and  allows 
for  drape  alterations,  utility  disconnections  and  connections,  and  other 
domestic  inconveniences.  The  maximum  amount  allowable  is  one-half  of  one 
month's  salary.  The  following  chart  illustrates  application  of  this  cost¬ 
ing: 


Employee 

Classification 

Salary 

Range 

Monthly 

Salary 

Number  of 
Empl oyees 

Total 

Cost 

SM 

$25,500.00 

$1,062.50 

1 

$  1,062.50 

MM 

$17,350.00 

$  722.91 

4 

$  2,891.64 

PTA 

$13,900.00 

$  579.16 

29 

$16, 795. 64 

CL 

$  6,750.00 

$  281.25 

10 

$  2,812.50 

TOTAL 

— 

44 

$23,562.28 
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Viewing  Expenses: 


This  allowance  is  provided  for  married  personnel  to  visit  a  new  location 
and  explore  the  real  estate  situation  as  it  exists  in  the  new  municipality. 
The  maximum  allowance  is  $300.00  for  seven  days  accommodation,  meals  and 
other  expenses.  The  total  cost  which  may  be  anticipated  from  this 
allowance  is  as  follows: 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

27  married  personnel  at  $300.00  each:  $8,100.00 

Rental  Overlap  Refund: 

Allowances  may  be  provided  for  those  who  rent  their  accommodation  and 
are  required  to  break  leases  with  a  penalty  of  an  extra  month's  rental 
charge.  Since  this  study  was  concerned  with  development  of  methodology 
and  not  implementation,  complete  and  detailed  information  on  the  accom¬ 
modation  status  of  each  employee  was  not  obtained.  For  illustrative 
purposes  only,  it  was  assumed  that  of  17  single  personnel  all  of  these 
would  be  tenants  as  well  as  one-half  (13)  of  the  married  personnel.  For 
single  staff  the  rental  refund  (one  bedroom  apartment)  is  $125.00;  for 
married  staff  the  rental  refund  (three  bedroom  apartment)  is  $250.00. 

The  maximum  cost  which  may  be  expected  from  this  allowance  is  as  follows; 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

17  single  personnel  at  $125.00  each:  $2,125.00 

13  married  personnel  at  $250.00  each:  $2,250.00 


$5,275.00 


Legal  and  Realty  Fees: 

Provision  is  made  for  reimbursement  of  legal  fees  and  realty  agent's 
commission  for  public  servants  in  the  sale  of  their  homes  and  of  legal 
fees  in  the  purchase  of  a  replacement  home.  For  this  illustration,  the 
average  value  of  homes  within  Metropolitan  Toronto  is  taken  as  $40,000 
and  in  Collingwood  as  $25,000.  The  scale  of  legal  fees  is  established 
as  1%  maximum  on  a  sale  and  1.25%  on  a  purchase,  hence,  $400  for  the 
sale  of  property  and  $312.50  for  purchase.  The  realty  tariff  is  usually 
5%,  hence  $2000  reimbursement  must  be  expected  for  each  homeowner  on  the 
sale  of  his  or  her  home. 

It  has  been  assumed  that  of  the  44  staff,  14  would  own  their  homes  and 
the  total  cost  of  legal  and  realty  fees  which  may  be  expected  are: 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

14  home  owners  at  $2,712.50  each:  $27,975.00 
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Temporary  Living  Expenses: 


It  is  to  be  expected  that  not  all  families  will  find  and  move  to  new 
accommodation  on  the  day  of  work  unit  relocation.  Similarly,  it  is 
expected  that  others  will  not  move  until  they  have  located  a  new  place 
of  residence  in  the  receiving  municipality.  However,  the  maximum 
allowance  for  interim  lodgings  is  $50.00  per  day  per  family  for  30 
days  and  for  these  purposes,  the  total  cost  which  would  have  to  be 
provided  for  is: 


Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

27  married  couples  at  $1,500.00  each:  $40,500.00 

Mileage  Expense  to  New  Location: 

The  current  mileage  allowance  for  use  of  a  personally  owned  automobile  is  15£ 
per  mile.  Assuming  that  each  staff  member  owns  his  or  her  own  automobile, 
the  mileage  allowance  for  the  90-mile  distance  for  the  total  staff  complement 
could  be: 


Description  of  Cost 


Total  Cost 


44  personnel  at  $13.50  each: 


$594.00 


6.3.1(g)  Summary  of  non-recurring  implementation  costs 

The  summary  of  the  total  maximum  non-recurri ng  implementation  costs  which 
could  be  expected  are  as  follows: 

Operational  Costs 

(a)  Moving  of  existing  office /furniture  and  equipment, 


etc.  to  new  location: 

$  3,365.55 

Acquisition  of  new  furniture,  equipment  as  re- 
qui red : 

$11,072.  75 

Installation  of  communications  and  electrical 
facilities: 

-  Telephone  outlet  drilling: 

$  460.00 

-  Telephone  installation: 

$  702.00 

-  Electrical  outlets: 

$  992.00 

(d)  Accommodation  outfitting: 
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$15,  800.00 


(e)  Salaries  and  expense  allowances  of  Coordinator 


responsible  for  planning  and  executing  move: 

$11 ,500*00 

Total  operational  costs  excluding  6.3.1 (a) (i .e. ,  based  on 
purchase  of  new  office  furniture  and  equipment): 

$40,526.  75 

Total  operational  costs  excluding  6.3.1 (b)(i .e. ,  based  on 
shipment  of  existing  office  furniture  and  equipment  to 
new  location): 

$32, 819.  55 

Domestic  Costs 

(f)  Moving  personnel  and  dependantsto  new  location, 
including  personnel  allowances: 

-  Household  furniture  moving  costs: 

$15,440.00 

-  Personnel  moving  allowances: 

$23,562.  28 

-  Viewing  expenses : 

$  8,100.00 

-  Rental  overlap  refund: 

$  5,375.00 

-  Legal  and  realty  fees: 

$37,975.00 

-  Temporary  living  expenses: 

$40,500.00 

-  Mileage  expense  to  new  location: 

$  594.00 

Total  domestic  costs: 

$131,546.  28 

Summary  of  Non-recurri ng  Implementation  Costs: 

Non-recurri ng  costs  excluding  6.3.1 (a) (i ,e. ,  based  on 
purchase  of  new  office  furniture  and  equipment): 

$172,073.03 

Non-recurring  costs  excluding  6.3.1(b}(i.e.,  based  on 
shipment  of  existing  office  furniture  and  equipment 
to  new  location): 

$164,365.  83 

6.3.2  Recurring  Annual  Costs 

There  are  four  identifiable  elements  associated  with  recurring  annual  costs 
which  may  be  incurred  by  the  work  unit  in  a  location  other  than  Queen's  Park. 
One  of  these s  the  cost  of  accommodation,  is  decreased.  The  remaining  three 
are  direct  additional  costs  introduced  as  a  result  of  the  relocation,  namely 
the  costs  of: 
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-  intercity  telephone  communications  to  Queen's  Park; 

-  transportation  and  travel  to  maintain  necessary  face- 
to-face  contact;  and 

-  provision  of  mail  and  cartage  services. 


6.3.2(a)  Aceommodati on 

It  is  assumed  that  the  square  footage  cost  of  accommodation  includes  the 
provision  of  minor  maintenance,  public  utilities  and  janitorial  services. 

It  has  also  been  established  that  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch 
currently  utilises  8,338  sq.  ft.,  and  it  is  assumed  that  similar  space 
requirements  would  be  needed  in  the  receiving  municipality.  Current  accomm¬ 
odation  costs  for  office  space  within  the  Queen's  Park  complex  are  approx¬ 
imately  $8.00  per  sq.  ft.  per  annum  while  current  rental  costs  for  the  Town 
of  Collingwood  are  approximately  $4.50  per  sq.  ft.  per  annum.  The  resulting 
annual  rental  cost  which  could  be  incurred  in  the  Town  of  Collingwood  is  as 
fol  1 ows : 


Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

Annual  rental  cost  for  8,338  sq.  ft.  incurred 

at  the  Town  of  Collingwood:  $37,521.00 


6.3.2(b)  Intercity  telephone  communications  to  Queen' s  Park 

Provision  of  an  intercity  line  to  Collingwood  for  a  Branch  of  50  to  100 
personnel  is  estimated  at  $201.00  per  month.  This  estimate  was  provided 
by  the  Internal  Communications  Branch  of  Management  Board  Secretariat. 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

Annual  cost  at  $201  .00  per  month:  $  2,412.00 


6.3.2(c)  Transportation  and  travel  to  maintain  necessary  face-to-face 
contacts 

It  is  anticipated  that  a  number  of  face-to-face  contacts  now  established  will 
be  replaced  by  other  communications  through  a  greater  utilization  of  telephone 
and  written  correspondence.  Once  relocation  has  occurred  this  cnange  of  mode 
may  not  be  registered  immediately,  but  rather,  may  be  gradual  with  the  require¬ 
ment  for  face-to-face  communication  decreasing  over  a  period  of  time.  After 
the  initial  adjustments  to  operating  in  the  new  location,  it  would  be  expected 
that  the  requirement  for  face-to-face  contacts  with  other  work  units  would 
reduce  considerably  (say,  50%)  and  that  several  appointments  should  be  included 
in  each  itinerary  to  Queen's  Park.  It  would  be  further  expected  that  this  50% 
would  be  reduced  to  at  least  20%  within  three  years  after  relocation. 
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The  cost  of  official  visits  from  the  new  locale  to  Queen's  Park  would  be 
expressed  as  the  direct  mileage  cost  plus  personnel  expenses.  Assuming  one 
visit  per  week  of  a  one-day  duration  by  at  least  two  of  the  senior  personnel 
(usually  without  an  overnight  stay),  the  expenses  for  each  visit  could  be 
approximately  $27.00  for  mileage  and  $13.00  for  meals,  etc.,  totalling  $40.00. 
Therefore,  cost  of  travel  to  Toronto  by  two  of  the  personnel  could  amount  to 
$40.00  x  2  x  52  weeks  or  $4,160.00.  This  cost  could  be  expected  to  reduce 
to  $1,664.00  (20%)  by  the  end  of  three  years.  The  eventual  annual  recurring 
costs  of  transportation  and  travel  to  maintain  necessary  face-to-face  contact 
could  be: 

$1,664.00 


6.3.2(d)  Provision  of  mail  and  cartage  services 

In  a  new  location,  costs  of  postage  and  shipping  to  agencies  outside  the 
Government  would  not  be  expected  to  change.  However,  additional  costs  would 
be  incurred  for  dispatches  between  Queen's  Park  and  the  relocated  work  unit. 
These  additional  costs  are  estimated  as  follows: 

Description  of  Cost  Total  Cost 

Mail  at  $200.00  per  month  for  12  months:  $2,400.00 

Cartage  at  $60.00  per  month  for  12  months:  $  720.00 


$3,120.00 


6.3.2(e)  Summary  of  Recurring  Annual  Costs 


The  summary  of  the 
are  as  follows: 

total  recurring  annual  costs  which  could 

be  expected 

6.3.2(a) 

Accommodati on : 

$37,521.00 

6.3.2(b) 

Intercity  telephone  communications 
to  Queen's  Park: 

$  2,412.00 

6.3.2(c) 

Transportation  and  travel  to  maintain 
necessary  face-to-face  contacts: 

$  1,664.00 

6.3.2(d) 

Provision  of  mail  and  cartage 
servi ces : 

$  3,120.00 

Total  recurring  annual  costs: 

$44,717.00 

6.3.3  Quantifiable  Benefits 

Quantifiable  benefits,  or  those  benefits  which  can  be  expressed  in  terms  of 
dollar  savings,  were  identified  as  occurring  in  two  areas;  the  work  unit 
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itself  and  the  Government  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  are  recurring  and  may 
be  expressed  as  annual  economic  advantages  resulting  from  work  unit  relocation. 


6.3.3(a)  Accommodation  cost  differential  (old-new)  including  services , 
maintenance. 

This  annual  recurring  benefit  is  expressed  numerically  as  the  difference 
between  the  actual  cost  of  office  accommodation  in  Queen's  Park  and  the 
anticipated  cost  of  office  accommodation  in  the  new  location.  This  benefit 
is  credited  to  the  relocated  work  unit. 

In  this  instance  (ref.  Section  6.3.2(a)),  the  cost  of  the  Conservation 
Authorities  Branch's  accommodation  in  Queen's  Park  is  calculated  to  be 
$66,704.00.  The  anticipated  cost  for  the  same  square  footage  (8,338)  in 
the  Town  of  Collingwood  is  calculated  as  $37,521.00.  The  recurring  annual 
benefit  to  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch  could  be  as  follows: 

Description  of  Benefit  Total  Benefit 

$66,704.00  (Queen's  Park  rate)  -  $37,521.00 

(Town  of  Collingwood  rate)  is:  $29,183.00 


6.3.3(b)  Space  vacated  at  Queen's  Park  complex  =  opportunity  cost 
for  expansion. 

The  value  of  the  vacated  space  at  Queen's  Park  ($8.00  per  square  foot  per 
annum)  cannot  be  justifiably  credited  again  as  an  annual  savings  to  the 
Government  as  a  whole.  There  is,  however,  a  numerical  benefit  in  the 
creation  of  additional  usable  office  space,  chiefly  as  a  result  of  the 
reduced  requirement  for  continued  building  concentration  in  a  heavily  dev¬ 
eloped  central  business  district  where  acquisition  of  land  and  actual 
construction  costs  are  among  the  highest  in  the  Province.  Included  with 
this  benefit  might  also  be  the  costs  of  money  for  capital  expenditures 
required  for  continued  Queen's  Park  expansion. 

With  the  above  in  mind,  this  vacated  space  (8,338  square  feet)  becomes  a 
benefit  to  the  Government  as  a  whole,  only  in  the  sense  of  the  Government 
not  having  to  acquire  land  and  construct  an  additional  facility  of  equal 
square  footage.  Therefore,  the  Task  Force  is  of  the  opinion  that  no 
dollar  value  can  be  ascribed  to  this  benefit,  but  realizes  that  it  might 
be  expressed  as  a  negative  cost  to  the  Government  as  a  whole. 


6.3.3(c)  Income  multiplier  effect  of  salaries  on  municipality . 

This  recurring  annual  benefit  to  the  receiving  municipality  is  expressed  in 
terms  of  the  economic  advantage  derived  from  expenditure  of  salaries  by 
Government  staff.  It  does  not  reflect  the  loss  of  this  economic  advantage 
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to  Metropolitan  Toronto  (and  its  environs)  because  the  decrease  would 
represent  only  a  minute  percentage  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  total. 

Thus,  the  income  multiplier  should  not  be  applied  if  relocation  is  to 
a  municipality  within  or  adjacent  to  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto. 

The  income  multiplier  is  defined  as  the  income  effect  generated  by  a 
$1.00  increase  in  final  demand .  *  The  Ontario  Economic  Review  limited 
itself  to  providing  an  income  multiplier  for  the  manufacturing  sector  of 
the  Niagara  Region  and  therefore,  its  results  could  not  be  applied  to 
either  a  tertiary  (service)  industry  (of  which  Government  forms  a  major 
part),  or  to  the  Collingwood  area.  However,  its  definition  of  an  income 
multiplier  is  applicable  in  the  calculation  of  this  quantifiable  benefit. 

Other  sources  of  information**  state  that  generally,  an  income  multiplier 
could  fall  within  the  range  of  2.18  to  2.94.  The  Task  Force  suggests  tnere- 
fore  that  the  income  multiplier  for  a  Government  service  work  unit  would 
also  fall  within  this  range,  and  that  2.5  would  be  a  reasonable  income 
multiplier  to  utilize  in  this  analysis.  As  a  result,  the  income  multiplier 
applied  to  the  gross  salary  of  the  Conservation  Authorities  Branch  could 
provide  the  following  benefit: 

Description  of  Benefit  Total  Benefit 

gross  annual  salary  ($565,500.00)  x  income 

multiplier  (2.5) :  $1,412,750.00 

6.3.3(d)  Summary  of  quantifiable  benefits  and  costs. 

Value  of  Queen's  Park  accommodation  $66,704.00 

Recurring  relocated  annual  costs  $44,717.00 


Annual  tiscal  Benefit 


$21,987.00 


NOTE: 

*  Ontario  Economic  Review,  Department  of  Treasury  and  Economics,  Jan/Feb, 

1972,  Voi.  10,  No.  1,  Page  8. 

**  Cases  and  Problems  in  Economics  -  1960,  Chapter  8,  Section  b3.  Page  126 
(J.S.  Duesenbury  and  L.E.  Preston) . 
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6*3.4  Non-quantifiable  Benefits 


These  are  additional  benefits  (ref.  Appendix  18)  which  may  not  be  expressed 
numerically  as  dollar  savings.  They  relate  to  program  delivery  and  opera¬ 
tional  effectiveness  as  well  as  to  efficiency  and  could  be  identified  as 
benefits  to  the  work  unit  itself.  Others  relate  to  Government-stated  devel¬ 
opment  policies,  to  the  stimulation  of  designated  growth  centres  or  areas, 
and  to  increased  Government  visibility,  all  of  which  could  be  identified 
as  benefits  to  Government  as  a  whole. 

6.3.4(a)  Opportunity  for  institution  of  changes  during  move. 

Relocation  to  a  new  environment  provides  an  opportunity  for  implementation 
of  improved  modes  of  operation  and  office  methods  as  well  as  organizational 
changes.  Any  of  these,  including  the  introduction  of  new  equipment  may  be 
accomplished  with  least  disruption  during  the  adjustment  period.  This 
aspect  of  relocation  is  discussed  in  the  study  of  "Employee  Attitudes 
Towards  Relocation",  Volume  V,  of  the  Task  Force  report,  which  states: 

"In  most  cases  internal  communication  within  the  organization  was  substan¬ 
tially  improved  in  the  new  facilities  andj  in  most  cases  because  of  a 
combination  of  improved  communication ,  improved  morale ,  improved  group 
cohesiveness  and  some  technological  advancement  in  terms  of  equipment  and 
layout the  individual  attitudes  were  favourable  and  management’s  satisfac¬ 
tion  reasonably  high". 

That  volume  of  the  report  also  suggests  that  an  improvement  in  working  con¬ 
ditions  may  be  one  of  the  benefits  of  a  physical  relocation  and  in  the 
absence  of  other  motivating  factors,  may  be  of  considerable  significance. 

These  findings  indicate  that  a  move  to  a  new  location  could  provide  an 
opportunity  for  the  introduction  of  desired  operational  changes.  A  benefit 
accrued  during  a  move  is  that  such  changes  could  be  introduced  with  minimal 
disruption  of  operating  responsibilities. 


6.3.4(b)  Reduced  congestion  in  Queen’s  Park  complex. 

Relocation  of  work  units  from  the  Queen's  Park  complex  would  not  necessarily 
reduce  congestion  but  would  contribute  to  reduction  in  its  continuing  rate 
of  increase.  Such  a  delay  in  demand  for  increased  services  would  affect 
Government  as  a  whole  as  well  as  the  infrastructure  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
generally  and  the  central  business  district  specifically. 


6.3.4(c)  Opportunity  to  complement  Provincial  Government  development  policies. 

This  non-quantifiable  benefit  provides  an  opportunity  for  work  unit  relocation 
to  become  a  part  of  the  Provincial  Government's  regional  development  policies 
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and  support  of  the  aims  of  Government.  Development  of  potential  growth 
centres/areas  or  new  towns  has  been  the  subject  of  discussion  in  Section 
4.1.3(d),  and  the  economic  stimulus  to  a  municipality  the  subject  of 
Section  6.3.3(c)  preceding. 


6.3.4(d)  Increased  Government  visibility  in  new  location. 

Implicit  in  the  reports  of  this  Task  Force  and  in  other  Government  Reports* 
is  the  belief  that  decentralization  and  relocation  would  increase  the 
Government  presence  and  visibility  in  many  of  the  municipalities  throughout 
the  Province.  It  would  also  provide  the  opportunity  for  the  development  of 
improved  two-way  communication  between  the  Government  and  the  people  of  the 
Province,  as  well  as  provide  the  opportunity  for  increased  citizen  contri¬ 
bution  in  the  Government  decision-making  process  as  related  to  program 
delivery.  It  is  the  general  public's  perception  of  Government  offices  away 
from  the  Queen's  Park  complex  which  could  be  considered  as  being  a  non- 
quantifiable  benefit  to  the  Government  as  a  whole. 


6.4  Application  of  Costs  and  Benefits  -  Suburbs  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 

Appendices  17  and  18  identify  cost  and  benefit  elements  which  would  be  associ¬ 
ated  with  work  unit  relocation  from  the  Queen's  Park  complex  to  a  suburban 
Metropolitan  Toronto  location.  For  comparative  purposes,  the  applicable  costs 
and  benefits  are  calculated  for  a  similarly  hypothetical  move  of  the  same  unit 
(Conservation  Authorities  Branch). 

6.4.1  Non-recurring  Implementation  Costs 

6.4.1(a)  Moving  of  existing  office  furniture  and  equipment , 

etc.  ,  to  new  location  (as  for  6.3*1  (a)  less  20%)  $2,692.44 

or 

6.4.1(b)  Acquisition  of  new  furniture,  equipment  as 

required  (as  for  6.3.1(b)  )  $11,072.  75 


*  NOTE: 

1)  Decentralization  of  Government  Administration  -  Report  by 
Management  Services  Division,  Management  Board,  No.  255, 

December,  1971. 

2)  Interim  Report  Number  Three,  Committee  on  Government  Productivity , 
December,  1971. 

3)  Interim  Report  Number  Seven,  Committee  on  Government  Productivity, 
June,  1972. 
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6.4.1(c) 

6.4.1(d) 

6.4.1(e) 

6.4.1(f) 

6o4. 1 (g) 

6.4.2 
6.4.2(a) 

6.4.2(b) 

6.4.2(c) 

6.4.2(d) 

6.4.2(e) 

6.4.3 
6.4.3(a) 

6.4.3(b) 

6.4.3(c) 

6.4.3(d) 


Installation  of  communications  and  electrical 
facilities  (as  for  6.3.1(b)  ) 

Accommodation  outfitting  (as  for  6.3.1(d)  ) 

Salaries  and  fringe  benefits  of  staff  responsible 
for  planning  and  executing  move 

Moving  personnel  and  dependants  to  new  location , 
including  personnel  allowances 

Summary  of  Non-recurring  Implementation  Costs: 
Non-recurring  costs  excluding  6.4.1(a)  (i.e. ,  based 
on  purchase  of  new  office  furniture  and  equipment) 

or 

Non-recurring  costs  excluding  6.4.1(b)  (i.e.,  based 
on  shipment  of  existing  office  furniture  and 
equipment  to  new  location) 


Recurring  Annual  Costs 

Accommodation  (8338  sq.  ft.  §  $6.50) 

($6.50  represents  the  average  suburban  rental 
cost  for  office  accommodation) 

Intercity  telephone  communications  to  Queen's 
Park 

Transportation  and  travel  to  amintain  necessary 
face-to-face  contacts,  30  miles  (round-trip)  x 
. 15x2  person  x  52  weeks 

Provision  of  mail  and  cartage  services  (cartage 
only  as  for  6.3.2(d)) 

Summary  of  Recurring  Annual  Costs 


Quantifiable  Benefits 

Accommodation  cost  differential  (old-new) 
including  services ,  maintenance 
(Ref.  6.3.3(a)  $66,704.  00-$54,197.  00) 

Space  vacated  at  Queen's  Park  complex  = 
opportunity  cost  for  expansion  (as  for  6.3.3(b)) 

Income  multiplier  effect  of  salaries  on  municipality 

Summary  of  quantifiable  benefits  and  costs 

Value  of  Queen ' s  Park  accommodation 
Recurring  relocated  annual  costs 

Annual  Fiscal  Benefit 


$2,154.00 

$15,800.00 

N.A. 

N.A. 

$29,026.  75 

$20,646.44 

$54,  19  7.  00 

N.A. 

$468.00 

$720.00 
$ 55,385.00 

$12,507.00 

N.A. 

$66.  704.00 
$55,  385.00 

$11,319.00 


60  - 


6.4.4 


Non-quantifiable  Benefits 


Analyses  provided  in  Section  6.3.4  preceding  are  also  applicable  when  a 
study  is  made  of  relocation  to  suburban  Toronto  except  that  "Opportuni ty 
to  complement  Provincial  Government  development  policies"  and  "Increased 
Government  visibility"  in  the  new  location  may  be  less  pronounced. 


7. 


RESEARCH  METHODOLOGY  -  SUMMARY 


7.1  Findings  and  Conclusions 

1)  The  response  to  the  survey  questionnaire  on  face-to-face 
communications  was  better  than  expected  but  in  compiling 
the  data  the  Task  Force  found  that  it  had  no  means  to 
measure  the  "quality"  of  the  data  submitted  and  had  to 
accept  all  data  as  received. 

2)  In  spite  of  the  reservation  expressed  in  1)  above,  the  Task 
Force  concluded  that  monthly  frequency  of  face-to-face 
communication  was  a  valid  indicator  of  communication  activity. 

3)  It  was  found  that  manual  analysis  of  work  unit  communications 
down  to  and  including  the  "Section"  level  would  have  provided 
detail  in  such  volume  that  for  practical  purposes  analysis 
would  have  become  unmanageable.  Because  of  this  and  the  fact 
that  all  Branches  do  not  contain  Sections,  the  Branch  was 
designated  as  the  identifiable  work  unit  within  each  Ministry. 

4)  Analysis  of  the  involvement  of  a  work  unit's  staff  on  committees 
(Form  C  on  the  questionnaire)  was  not  attempted  due  to  time 
constraints  and  the  realization  that  there  are  over  400  active 
Government  committees  (thus  entailing  the  design  of  a  major 
coding  and  classification  system  before  the  data  could  be 
analyzed. ) 

5)  The  research  methodology  proved  that  in  the  final  analysis  a 
specific  work  unit  need  not  be  selected  for  relocation.  Rather, 
what  can  be  produced  is  a  list  of  potential  candidates  rated  in  a 
preferential  sequence.  The  decision  as  to  which  one(s)  to  select 
for  relocation  would  then  become  the  prerogative  of  the  Ministry 
doing  the  study,  using  its  own  standard  of  weighting  in  applying 
the  methodology. 

6)  The  above  statement  was  also  found  to  be  true  with  regard  to  the 
selection  of  receiving  municipalities  wherein  a  list  of  all 
potential  candidates  can  be  produced  and  the  final  selection  left 
to  the  Ministry.  In  the  case  where  the  receiving  municipality  is 

a. suburb  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  the  listing  of  potential  locations 
will  be  a  product  of  the  application  of  the  single  applicable 
criterion  -  "Commercial  Space  Cost"  and  the  final  selection  again 
left  to  the  Ministry. 

7)  The  methodised  to  gather  communication  data,  i.e.,  the  survey 
questionnaire,  proved  quite  acceptable  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  responses  sent  back  (better  than  75%  return),  but  more  time 
should  be  allowed  for  the  collection  and  compilation  of  the 
data. 
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8)  The  method  used  to  code  the  data  on  communications,  (i.e.,  by 
the  survey  questionnaire  recipient  himself)  requires  further 
refinement  in  view  of  the  high  percentage  of  coding  errors 
revealed  by  the  computer  edit  run.  A  method  which  would  ensure 
a  higher  degree  of  precision,  but  which  would  be  implicitly 
more  time-consuming,  is  to  have  the  Task  Force  responsible  for 
carrying  out  the  analysis,  including  data  coding,  ‘in  this 
case,  the  recipient  would  simply  fill  in  the  required  inform¬ 
ation  on  the  questionnaire. 


9)  In  preparing  the  communications  data  for  computer  processing, 
it  would  be  preferable  to  have  each  of  the  contact  records 
coded  separately  on  a  single  punch  card  rather  than  in  the 
multiple-record  format  that  was  used.  This  would  simplify  the 
data  preparation  and  subsequent  computer  processing  procedures. 

10)  In  the  computer  printout  of  the  analyzed  data  on  communications, 
each  contact  level  was  assigned  a  "weighting  factor"  to  impute 

a  value  for  each  communication  made  at  that  level.  This  method 
was  felt  to  have  merit  as  the  weighting  values  can  be  varied  by 
each  Ministry  as  it  sees  fit. 

11)  The  use  of  the  "peak"  contact  frequency  from  the  questionnaire 
data  should  be  considered  in  any  analysis  of  total  communication, 
but  only  if  the  "peaks"  could  be  represented  over  a  longer  time 
interval  so  as  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  frequency  with 
which  peaks  occurred  throughout  the  year. 

12)  Each  of  the  criteria  used  for  selecting  candidate  work  units 

for  relocation  and  potential  receiving  municipalities,  had  its  own 
system  for  "weighting"  data  to  reflect  the  relative  importance 
of  each  factor  as  it  relates  to  the  particular  Ministry  being 
studi ed. 

13)  It  was  found  that  in  the  final  analysis  of  the  selection 
methodology,  subjective  factors  could  exert  an  influence  equal 
to  that  of  the  purely  numerical  factors.  This  balance  of 
influence  can  be  adjusted  by  each  Ministry  to  suit  its  own  needs. 

14)  The  data  utilized  in  the  selection  of  receiving  municipalities 
should  be  of  the  same  time  base,  be  as  current  as  possible,  and 
be  from  common  data  sources.  Therefore,  it  should  be  noted  that 
this  numerical  data  is  valid  only  at  the  time  of  selection  and 
would  possibly  change  in  the  interval  before  the  eventual  move 

to  the  selected  municipality  is  made. 
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7.2  Recommendations 


It  is  recommended  that: 

1)  future  communications  surveys  include  everyone  in  the  work  unit. 
The  data  can  then  he  edited  as  necessary  so  as  to  include  only 
that  which  is  deemed  relevant  to  the  analysis. 

2)  a  longer  time  interval  he  set  aside  for  communications  data 
collection  and  an  actual  count  of  face-to-face  communications 
he  made  rather  than  an  estimate.  Ideally ^  a  complete  year’s 
history  of  communications  should  he  collected  so  that  any 
cyclical  variations  or  peak  patterns  can  he  identified. 

3)  using  the  results  obtained  from  the  current  methodology  as  a 
guide 9  a  computer  program  he  developed  to  generate  an  in-depth 
analysis  of  all  communications  between  work  units  in  a  Ministry . 
In  this  cases  the  work  unit  definition  can  incorporate  the 
Section  level  of  the  organizational  hierarchy . 

4)  the  methodology  for  work  unit  relocation  analysis  he  applied  as 
devised3  with  the  selection  factors  and  their  weighting  values 
tailored  to  suit  the  requirements  of  each  work  unit  and  Ministry 
being  studied. 
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8.  MINISTRY  COMMENTS  ON  METHODOLOGY 


The  relocation  methodology  and  the  analysis  of  the  questionnaire  survey 
was  discussed  with  staff  of  both  of  the  Ministries  studied.  Thus,  each 
Ministry  had  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  aspect  of  the  study  and 
it  was  felt  that  their  reactions  should  be  incorporated  into  the  final 
report. 


8. 1  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 


The  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  initially  had  expressed  its  reserva¬ 
tions  about  the  questionnaire  survey  method  of  data  gathering.  It  was 
found  during  the  analysis  phase  of  the  study,  however,  that  a  relatively 
high  percentage  of  the  questionnaires  distributed  were  completed  and 
returned  (81.3%).  The  forms  were  distributed  only  to  those  individuals 
in  the  work  unit  who  had  occasion  to  initiate  face-to-face  communication 
both  inside  and  outside  the  Branch.  Certainly,  a  distribution  of  the 
questionnaire  to  every  member  of  the  work  unit,  regardless  of  position, 
would  have  marginal  additional  value  as  it  would  neither  guarantee  a  one 
hundred  percent  return  nor  would  it  improve  the  reliability  of  the  data 
content.  In  this  case,  every  Branch  returned  survey  forms  so  that  a 
100%  representation  of  the  Ministry  Branches  was  obtained. 

There  was  also  some  concern  expressed  by  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 
that  the  work  unit  chosen  for  the  analysis  of  communications  patterns  was 
too  large.  Ministry  officials  felt  that  there  were  some  sections  within 
Branches  in  which  the  function  was  entirely  self-contained  and  in  which 
the  communication  patterns  would,  in  all  likelihood,  not  be  substantial. 
This  theory  could  readily  be  tested  by  making  a  small  change  to  the  com¬ 
puter  program  used  by  the  Task  Force  for  processing  communications  data, 
so  .as  to  structure  the  analysis  on  the  basis  of  Sections  rather  than 
Branches,  as  the  basic  work  unit.  The  computer  printouts  would  then 
illustrate  the  extent  of  Section  communication  patterns  but  this  data 
would  then  have  to  be  evaluated  in  conjunction  with  the  program  function 
and  responsibility  definition  of  the  Section  in  question.  A  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  functional  relationships  of  all  Branches  and  Sections 
within  the  Ministry  would  be  required  to  do  this  evaluation.  The  Ministry 
however,  did  proceed  to  alter  the  computer  program  in  order  to  analyze 
Section  communications  patterns  and  used  the  bar  chart  and  'index'  value 
calculation  method  for  doing  so. 

In  the  analysis  of  communications  patterns,  the  relative  "weighting"  of 
the  three  selection  criteria  (ref.  Appendix  16)  was  questioned  by  the 
Ministry.  The  "weighting"  chosen  by  the  Task  Force  was  representative  of 
a  typical  communication  pattern  and  thus  ensured  equal  evaluation  of  all 
candidate  work  units.  The  alternative  would  be  to  have  each  Ministry 
under  study  set  the  "weighting"  of  the  criteria  to  suit  to  nature  of  their 
organization  structure  and  then  apply  these  criteria  to  the  whol e  Ministry 
in  the  analysis  of  communciation  patterns.  To  attempt  to  "customize"  the 
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criteria  for  a  particular  work  unit  is  not  recommended  for  it  would 
result  in  complete  isolation  of  the  work  unit's  communication  pattern. 

The  analysis  would  then  be  applicable  only  to  that  work  unit  alone  as 
no  other  standard  reference  would  be  available  for  comparison  purposes. 

By  the  same  token,  two  separate  work  units  analyzed  in  isolation  could 
not  be  compared  to  each  other. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  process  for  selecting  receiving  municipali¬ 
ties  incorporated  a  bias  in  favour  of  Ontario  Government  requi rements , 
to  the  detriment  of  those  of  the  work  unit,  i.e.,  the  selection  process 
emphasized  the  importance  of  commercial  space  cost,  labour  force  avail¬ 
ability,  municipal  financial  status,  etc.  This  criticism  is  entirely 
correct.  The  Government's  needs  were,  at  the  time  of  development  of 
the  methodology,  reasonably  well  defined.  The  needs  of  the  candidate 
work  units  were  not.  In  a  study  for  selection  of  work  units  for  relo¬ 
cation  rather  than  development  of  methodology,  identification  of  work 
units  would  precede  the  evaluation  and  selection  of  receiving  municipa¬ 
lities.  Therefore,  it  would  be  possible  to  incorporate  the  needs  and 
biases  of  the  individual  work  unit  into  the  receiving  municipality 
selection  procedure. 

In  the  development  of  the  methodology,  the  assumption  was  made  that  ail 
the  staff  in  the  Branch  would  relocate  to  the  new  municipality.  This 
was  of  course  an  extreme  viewpoint  in  terms  of  costing  the  relocation 
of  staff.  The  point  was  raised  by  the  Ministry,  however,  that  not  al 1 
the  staff  would  necessarily  relocate.  This  viewpoint  is  entirely  valid 
and  the  methodology  permits  an  adjustment  to  the  numbers  used  for 
estimating  the  extent  of  employee  relocation  which  might  occur  in  a 
given  situation.  The  implications  of  a  potential  move  on  the  composi¬ 
tion  of  the  staff  willing  to  relocate  is  referred  to  in  Volume  V  of  the 
Task  Force  Report,  Employee  Attitudes  Towards  Relocation.  The  Ministry 
expressed  some  concern  as  to  how  to  determine  what  this  composition 
would  be  and  the  feasibility  of  staff  replacements  being  provided  from 
within  the  Ontario  Public  Service.  Both  of  these  concerns  can  only  be 
resolved  by  actually  selecting  a  specific  work  unit  for  relocation  to 
a  particular  municipality,  canvassing  the  staff  for  an  indication  of  their 
intention  to  relocate  and  then  assessing  the  potential  for  finding  the 
required  number  of  replacements  firstly,  from  within  the  Service  and 
secondly,  from  the  receiving  municipality  and  its  environs. 


8.2  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services 


A  comment  of  this  Ministry  concerned  the  study  results  rather  than  the 
methodology  employed.  The  Ministry  viewpoint  is  that  the  communication 
patterns  of  some  of  the  Branches  were  other  than  what  they  had  expected 
them  to  be.  The  only  response  that  the  Task  Force  could  make  to  this 
comment  was  that  the  data  were  processed  as  received  and  there  was  no 
attempt  to  substantiate  input  data  other  than  verifying  their  accuracy 
by  means  of  the  computer  edit  program. 

The  Ministry  also  commented  that  the  "timing"  of  the  survey  was 
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inopportune  with  regard  to  some  Branches  that  had  recently  joined  the 
new  Ministry  organization  from  the  former  Departments  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  and  Citizenship,  of  Labour  and  of  Education.  Certainly, 
Branches  new  to  the  Ministry  would  not  have  had  time  to  develop 
their  new  i ntra-Ministry  communication  patterns  and  so  the  data  would 
be  inaccurate  in  this  regard.  In  such  instances  it  would  be  a  Ministry 
Task  Force  duty  and  prerogative  to  place  the  communications  patterns  of 
such  Branches  in  their  correct  perspectives  by  application  of  the 
"weighting"  factors  referred  to  earlier. 
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APPENDIX  1 


GLOSSARY  OF  SPECIAL  TERMINOLOGY 


Decentralization 


Delegation 


Relocation 


Dispersal 

Regional 

Organization  or 
Regionalization 

Administrative 

Region 


Planning  Region 


Regional 

Administrative 

Centre 


Discrete 
Work  Unit 


the  transfer  of  program  management  and  program 
delivery  responsibilities  and  authority  from 
head  office  to  the  field. 

the  transfer  of  decision  making  authority  to 
lower  levels  in  the  management  hierarchy. 

the  physical  movement  of  a  discrete  work  unit 
from  the  Queen's  Park  area  to  a  suburban  Toronto 
location  or  to  a  municipality  outside  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

means  the  same  as  relocation. 

the  formal  structure  established  to  manage  and 
deliver  government  programs  on  a  regional 
basis. 

a  specific  geographic  area  of  the  province  used 
for  the  planning  and  administration  of  Ministry 
programs. 

the  specific  geographic  area  of  the  province 
used  by  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics 
and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  for  purposes 
of  economic  and  social  planning. 

the  location  at  which  Ministries  perform 
their  program  management  functions  for  a 
specified  administrative  region,  and  at 
which  certain  common  administrative  and 
operational  support  services  are  provided. 

for  the  purpose  of  this  study,  is  generally 
taken  to  be  a  Branch  within  a  Ministry. 
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APPENDIX  2 


MEMBERS  OF  WORK  UNIT  RELOCATION  STUDY  TEAM 


E.S.  CHOROSTECKI 
J.M.  GAULT 
A. V.  GODDEN 
E.K.  TAYLOR 


PROJECT  MANAGER,  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES  DIVISION 
TREASURY,  ECONOMICS  &  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 
CONSUMER  &  COMMERCIAL  RELATIONS 
MANAGEMENT  SERVICES  DIVISION 
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APPENDIX  #3 

ANALYSIS  OF  MINISTRIES  FOR  STUDY  CANDIDACY  -  TABLE  I 


MINISTRY  COMPLEMENT 

NUMBER  OF  STAFF  (TORONTO  BASED 

WITHOUT  FIELD  ORGANIZATION) 

RANKING  BY  NUMBER  OF  TORONTO- 

BASED  STAFF 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  STAFF  THAT 

ARE  TORONTO-BASED 

CRITERIA2  APPLIED 

TO  TORONTO- 
BASED  BRANCHES 

POLICY  DEVELOPMENT 

CLIENT  RELATIONSHIP 

PHYSICAL  PLANT 

REORGANIZATION 

1 

SIZE  REPRESENTATION 

MINISTRY1 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

CANDIDATE 

GOVERNMENT  SERVICES 

2550 

1017 

2 

40% 

D 

REVENUE 

4086 

744 

7 

18% 

X 

O.H.C. 

943 

159 

17 

17% 

D 

TREASURY,  ECONOMICS 

AND  INTER-GOVERNMENTAL 

802 

647 

10 

80% 

D 

AFFAIRS 

COLLEGES  AND  UNIVERSITIES 

739 

739 

8 

100% 

D 

EDUCATION 

2666 

611 

12 

23% 

D 

D 

HEALTH 

17758 

828 

5 

5% 

D 

D 

O.H.I.C. 

3175 

508 

13 

16% 

X 

COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL 

SERVICES 

1689 

919 

3 

54% 

X 

AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 

1696 

109 

19 

6% 

D 

ENVIRONMENT 

1401 

726 

9 

52% 

X 

LABOUR 

718 

310 

16 

43% 

D 

D 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 

4109 

898 

4 

22% 

X 

INDUSTRY  AND  TOURISM 

534 

341 

15 

64% 

D 

D 

TRANSPORTATION  AND 

D 

COMMUNICATIONS 

12215 

3858 

1 

32% 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL 

2751 

404 

14 

15% 

D 

D 

CORRECTIONAL  SERVICES 

4697 

146 

18 

3% 

D 

D 

CONSUMER  AND  COMMERCIAL 

RELATIONS 

1744 

804 

6 

46% 

D 

SOLICITOR  GENERAL 

338 

98 

20 

29% 

D 

D 

O.P.P. 

5091 

614 

11 

12% 

D 

D 

NOTE:  Excluded  from  the  analysis  are  the  LLBO,  LCBO  and  WCB. 
^  NOTE:  D  =  Disqualification  by  relevant  criterion. 


71 


APPENDIX  4 


CANDIDATE  SELECTION  PROCESS  (SCHEMATIC) 


NUMERICAL 

SELECTION 

CRITERIA 


'APPLICATION' 
^OF  NUMERICAL 
CRITERIA 


WORK-UNIT 
LIST  BY 
POTENTIAL 


SUBJECTIVE 
QUALIFICATION 
FACTORS 


.  OUTSIDE  METRO 


.  INSIDE  METRO 
.  NON-CANDIDATES 


/APPLICATION 
OF  \ 
'QUALIFICATION 
\  FACTORS  / 


? 
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APPENDIX  5 


Please  Complete  This  Section  and  Return  to  Your  Branch  Representative 

on  or  Before  September  14,  1972 

CONTACT  CODE  REFERENCE  LIST  (FORM  A) 
MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle 

M.  Borczak 
D.  Rutherford 

B.  Crittenden 


CODE 

22  -  01  -  00 

22  -  02  -  00 
22  -  02  -  01 

22  -  03  -  00 


CHILDREN'S  SERVICES  DIVISION 


G.  McLellan 

Children's  Institutions  Branch 


E.  Magder 
G.  Davenport 

Child  Welfare  Branch 


B.  Graham 
J.  Timson 

R.  Powell 
A.  E.  Lott 

S.  Charko 

Day  Nurseries  Branch 

E.  M.  Stapleford 
J.  Heywood 
M.  Gibson 


22  -  10  -  00 


22  -  11  -  00 
22  -  11  -  01 


22  -  12  -  00 
22  -  12  -  01 

22  -  12  -  02 
22  -  12  -  03 
22  -  12  -  04 


22  -  13  -  00 
22  -  13  -  01 
22  -  13  -  02 


COMMUNITY  SERVICES  DIVISION 


D.  R.  Martyn  22  -  20  -  00 

G.  Lowry  22  -  20  -  01 

Athletics  Commissioner 

L.  M.  McKenzie  22  -  21  -  00 


SECTION  NAME 


Minister 

Deputy  Minister 
Legal  Services 

Assist.  Deputy  Minister 


Executive  Director 


Director 

Assistant  Director 


Director 

Chief  Financial  Rep¬ 
resentative 
Case  Review 
Records 
Field  Services 


Director 

Financial 

Field 


Executive  Director 
Special  Projects 


Athlectics  Commissioner 
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September  6,  1972 


MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

CODE 

SECTION  NAME 

COMMUNITY  SERVICES  DIVISION  -  CONT'D 

Citizenship  Branch 

D.  R.  Colombo 

22  -  22  -  00 

Director 

C.  A.  Steel 

22  -  22  -  01 

Office  Supervisor 

C.  W.  Martin 

22  -  22  -  02 

Language  and  Citiaenshi] 
Training 

M.  R.  MacKenzie 

22  -  22  -  03 

Reception  Services 

E.  Szalowski 

22  -  22  -  04 

Field  Services 

22  -  22  -  05 

Orientation 

22  -  22  -  06 

Inter  Group  Development 

Community  Development  Branch 

D.  R.  Cole 

22  -  23  -  00 

Director 

R.  J.  Patrick 

22  -  23  -  01 

Office  Manager 

D.  J.  Cornish 

22  -  23  -  02 

Field  Services 

L.  Battistelli 

22  -  23  -  03 

Community  Information 
Centres 

22  -  23  -  04 

Consulting  Services 

Indian  Community  Branch 

W.  Welldon 

22  -  24  -  00 

Director 

B.  McKay 

22  -  24  -  01 

Assistant  Director 

J.  Pratt 

22  -  24  -  02 

Executive  Assistant 

M.  Lepik 

22  -  24  -  03 

Project  Co-ordinator 

P.  Wheaton 

22  -  24  -  04 

Liaison  Officer 

R.  Saunders 

22  -  24  -  05 

Project  Co-ordinator 

Youth  and  Recreation  Branch 

R.  E.  Secord 

22  -  25  -  00 

Director 

R.  R.  Wittenberg 

22  -  25  -  01 

Field  Services 

D.  L.  Minshall 

22  -  25  -  02 

Advisory  Services 

FINANCIAL  AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  DIVISION 

A.  McCaig 

22  -  30  -  00 

Executive  Director 

September  6,  1972 
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MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE  CODE  SECTION  NAME 

FINANCIAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  DIVISION  -  CONT'D 


Accounts  Branch 


22  -  31  -  00 
22  -  31  -  01 
22  -  31  -  02 
22  -  31  -  03 

Administrative  Services  Branch 


B.  Pilotte 

C.  Jones 
F.  Watters 
R.  Hoey 


Director 

Financial  Control 
Revenue  and  Claims 
Expenditures 


J.  Grose 
L.  Cormack 
S.  Kirsch 
R.  Wilson 

Audit  Branch 


G.  Haig 
M.  Nayler 
W.  Brewster 

A.  J.  Ince 

Financial  Consulting  Services 

B.  Dalby 


G.  London 
A.  Coates 


22  -  32  -  00 
22  -  32  -  01 
22  -  32  -  02 
22  -  32  -  03 
22  -  32  -  04 


22  -  33  -  00 
22  -  33  -  01 
22  -  33  -  02 
22  -  33  -  03 


22  -  34  -  00 
22  -  34  -  01 
22  -  34  -  02 
22  -  34  -  03 


Director 

Operations 

Records  Management 

Accommodation 

Purchasing 


Director 

External  Audit  Services 
External  Audit  Services 
Internal  Audit 


Director 

Systems  and  Procedures 
Senior  Consultant 
Senior  Consultant 


Program  Coordination  Branch 

P.  Capps 
J.  Newton 
A.  Hawkins 


22  -  35  -  00 
22  -  35  -  01 
22  -  35  -  02 


Director 

Program  Analyst 
Budget  Contoller 


ASSISTANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  DIVISION 
H.  Willems  22  -  40  -  00  Executive  Director 
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September  6,  1972 


MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE  CODE  SECTION  NAME 

ASSISTANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  DIVISION  -  CONTTD 
Family  Benefits  Branch 


W.  Smith 

22  -  41  -  00 

Director 

M.  Lopatto 

22  -  41  -  01 

Appeals  and  Special  Cases 

D.  McKee 

22  -  41  -  02 

Prototype  Unit 

22  -  41  -  03 

Medical  Advisory  Board 

P.  Hay 

22  -  41  -  04 

Cheque  Adjustment  and 
Control 

E.  White 

22  -  41  -  05 

Categorical  Programs  and 
Aged  Persons 

E.  Mulliette 

22  -  41  -  06 

Disabled  Persons  and 
Dependent  Fathers 

G.  Killer 

22  -  41  -  07 

Ineligibility  Review  Unit 

A.  Behr 

22  -  41  -  08 

Mothers  with  Children  and 
Widows 

W.  Hayes 

22  -  41  -  09 

Records  and  Files 

H.  Dunnington 

22  -  41  -  10 

Homes  for  Special  Care 

22  -  41  -  11 

Enquiry  Unit 

22  -  41  -  12 

Desertion  and  Fraud 

M.  Dowsley 

22  -  41  -  13 

Training 

Family  Services  Branch 

J.  Spence 

22  -  42  -  00 

Director 

M.  Smithies 

22  -  42  -  01 

Departmental  Home 
Economist 

S.  Simpson 

22  -  42  -  02 

Group  Services  Program 

R.  Moore 

22  -  42  -  03 

Purchase  of  Services 

R.  Mason 

22  -  42  -  04 

Credit/Debt  Counselling 

Homes  for  the  Aged  Branch 

L.  Crawford 

22  -  43  -  00 

Director 

H.  Ellis 

22  -  43  -  01 

Consulting  Architect 

Dr.  A.  McKillop 

22  -  43  -  02 

Medical 

E.  Penny 

22  -  43  -  03 

Home  Centre  Admini  strati 

J.  Young 

22  -  43  -  04 

Financial 

Sr.  St.  Michael 

22  -  43  -  05 

Research 

M.  Jarvis 

22  -  43  -  06 

Home  Centres  Activities 
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September  6,  197.2 


MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE  CODE  SECTION  NAME 

ASSISTANCE  AND  REHABILITATION  DIVISION  -  CQNT!D 


Legal  Aid  Assessment  Branch 


R.  Dignam 

22  -  44  -  00 

Director 

22  -  44  -  01 

Review  and  Stand. 

Municipal  Welfare  Administration  Branch 

Dr.  C.  J.  Williams 

22  -  45  -  00 

Director 

T.  Divinec 

22  -  45  -  01 

Assistant  Director 

D.  Moore 

22  -  45  -  02 

Homemakers  and  Nurses 

A.  MacLean 

22  -  45  -  03 

Provincial  Cases 

A.  Nielson 

22  -  45  -  04 

Municipal  Administration 

E.  Ralph 

22  -  45  -  05 

Special  Projects 

A.  Guest 

22  -  45  -  06 

Casework 

J.  Brereton 

22  -  45  -  07 

Indian  Services 

Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Branch 

22  -  46  -  00 

Director 

N.  Johns 

22  -  46  -  01 

Administration  and  Finan 

Dr.  J.  A.  Tuck 

22  -  46  -  02 

Consulting  Service 

0.  Gerendas 

22  -  46  -  03 

Restoration  Services 

T.  E.  Stuckey 

22  -  46  -  04 

Workshop  Services 

D.  Pitt 

22  -  46  -  05 

Client  Training  Services 

B.  Twigg 

22  -  46  -  06 

Closure  Services 

MINISTRY  SUPPORT  GROUPS 

Communications  Branch 

P.  Jacobsen 

22  -  51  -  00 

Director 

F.  Cederberg 

22  -  51  -  01 

Information  Services 

F.  Moritsugu 

22  -  51  -  02 

Management  Board 

Information  Study 

Implementation  Team 

Personnel  Branch 

J.  Hunter 

22  -  52  -  00 

Director 

R.  Franks 

22  -  52  -  01 

Employment 

C.  Roberts 

22  -  52  -  02 

Personnel  Services 

22  -  52  -  03 

Organization  and 

Classification 

September  6,  1972 
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MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES  (CODE  22) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

CODE 

SECTION  NAME 

MINISTRY  SUPPORT  GROUPS  CONT'D 

Regional  Administration  and  Field  Services  Branch 

J.  Amos 

22  -  53  -  00 

Director 

F.  Purificati 

22  -  53  -  01 

Assistant  Director 

U.  Stillich 

22  -  53  -  02 

Records 

Research  and  Planning 

Branch 

E.  Stchen 

22  -  54  -  00 

Director 

F.  D.  Herman 

22  -  54  -  01 

Community  Services 
Projects  Co-ordination 

22  -  54  -  02 

Social  Development  Pro¬ 
jects  Co-ordination 

L.  Truax 

22  -  54  -  03 

Departmental  Librarian 

Training  and  Staff  Development  Branch 

22  -  55  -  00 

Director 

OTHER  UNITS 

22  -  61  -  00 

Board  of  Review 

22  -  62  -  00 

Soldiers  Aid  Commission 

CONTACT  LEVEL 


CODE 


LEVEL 


7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 


MINISTER 
DEPUTY  MINISTER 
ASSISTANT  DEPUTY  MINISTER 
EXECUTIVE  DIR  ECTOR 
DIRECTOR 

SECTION  SUPERVISOR 
OTHER 
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September  6, 


1972 


APPENDIX  6 

CONTACT  CODE  REFERENCE  LIST  (FORM  A) 


MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  (CODE  35) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

CODE 

SECTION  NAME 

Hon.  L.  Bernier 

35  ~  01  -  00 

Minister 

W.Q.  Macnee 

35  -  02  -  00 

Deputy  Minister 

FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION  DIVISION 

R.R.  MacBean 

35  -  10  -  00 

Executive  Director 

W.D.  Tieman 

35  -  10  -  01 

Program  Analysis 

G.  Longley 

35  -  10  -  02 

Systems  and  Procedures 

C.  Guy 

35  -  10  -  03 

Emergency  Measures  Officer 

Administrative  Services  Branch 

J.  Queen 

35  «  11  -  00 

Director 

G.  Harper 

35  -  11  -  01 

Purchasing 

H.  Bembridge 

35  -  11  -  02 

Office  Management 

M.  Toms 

35  -  11  -  03 

Central  Supply 

H.  Moses  (Miss) 

35  -  11  -  04 

Publications  Unit 

Financial  Management  Branch 


A.C.  Goddard 

35 

12 

- 

00 

Director 

W.A.  Brown 

35 

e> 

12 

01 

Chief  Accountant 

W.G.  Fenny 

35 

- 

12 

- 

02 

Cost  Analyst 

M.J.  Churchill 

35 

- 

12 

- 

03 

Budget 

F.E.  Waghorne 

35 

- 

12 

- 

04 

Accounting  Methods 

R.A.  Groves 

35 

- 

12 

- 

05 

Internal  Audit 

J.E.  Campbell 

35 

- 

12 

M 

06  - 

Accounts  Receivable 

C.  Obelnycki  (Mrs.) 

35 

- 

12 

- 

07 

Machine  Accounting 

J.B.  Bowman 

35 

• 

12 

- 

08 

Payroll 

K.S.  Will i son 

35 

- 

12 

- 

09 

Accounting  Claims 

F.J.  Bailes 

35 

- 

12 

sa 

10 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Licences 

I.W.  Dewell 

35 

- 

12 

- 

11 

Revenue  Receiving 

E.F.  Stebbings 

35 

as 

12 

- 

12 

Mail 

F.J.  Morrell 

35 

- 

12 

- 

13 

Accounts  Payable 

Information  Services  Branch 

G.A.  Hamilton 

35 

13 

00 

Di  rector 

G.  Mulholland 

35 

- 

13 

- 

01 

Publications 

C.  Rich 

35 

- 

13 

02 

Education 

Legal  Services  Branch 

G.H.  Ferguson 

35 

mo 

14 

• 

00 

Di  rector 

A.E.B.  Armstrong 

35 

- 

14 

- 

01 

Patents  Section 

Northern  Affairs  Branch 

R.V.  Scott 

35 

m j 

15 

00 

Di rector 

J.S.  Grant 

35 

- 

15 

- 

01 

Coordinator 

35 

- 

15 

- 

02 

Northern  Affairs  Officers 
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MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  (CODE  35) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE 


CODE 


SECTION  NAME 


Personnel  Branch 

J.M.  Taylor 
A.G.  Yuile 
C.H.  Bennett 
A.  Jackel 
W.W.  Tweed 
C.  Mahon  (Mrs.) 


35  -  16  -  00 
35  -  16  -  01 
35  -  16  -  02 
35  -  16  -  03 
35  -  16  -  04 
35  -  16  -  05 

DIVISION  OF  FORESTS 


A.  Herridge  35  -  20  -  00 

Commercial  Fish  &  Fur  Branch 


Director 

Staff  Development 
Staffing 

Employee  Relations  Officer 
Classi  fi  cation 
Personnel  Office  Manager 


Executive  Director 


J.  Brubacher 

35 

- 

21 

- 

00 

Di rector 

J.W.  Rousom 

35 

- 

21 

- 

01 

Commercial  Fisheries 

M.  Novak 

35 

- 

21 

- 

02 

Fur 

C.  Currie 

35 

- 

21 

- 

03 

Resource  Development  Coordination 

Resource  Economics  Branch 

D.P.  Drysdale 

35 

22 

00 

Di rector 

35 

OB 

22 

- 

01 

Library 

Timber  Management  Branch 

R.M.  Dixon 

35 

SB 

23 

— 

00 

Director 

W.A.G.  Thurston 

35 

- 

23 

- 

01 

Advisory  Services 

W.R.  Grinnell 

35 

- 

23 

- 

02 

Silviculture 

Timber  Sales  Branch 

J.  Barron 

35 

24 

• 

00 

Director 

B.  Cardwell 

35 

- 

25 

- 

01 

Forest  Resources  Inventory 

D.J.  Hughes 

35 

- 

24 

CD 

02 

Management  Planning 

J.R.  Keddie 

35 

- 

24 

- 

03 

Timber  Licence 

V.  Zsilinzsky 

35 

- 

24 

- 

04 

Remote  Censing  Unit 

J.  Osburn 

35 

- 

24 

“ 

05 

Forest  Mensuration  Unit 

DIVISION 

OF  LANDS 

J.W.  Giles 

35 

- 

30 

C=> 

00 

Executive  Director 

Conservation  Authorities 

Branch 

N.D.  Patrick 

35 

31 

00 

Director 

I.  Jennings 

35 

- 

31 

- 

01 

Field  Services 

J.  Murray 

35 

- 

31 

- 

02 

Professional  Services 

F.G.  Jackson 

35 

•m 

31 

- 

03 

Administration  Services 
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MINISTRY 

OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

(CODE  35) 

PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

CODE 

SECTION  NAME 

Environmental  Protection 

Branch 

W.G.  Cleaveley 

35  -  32  -  00 

Director 

W.L.  Sleeman 

35  -  32  -  01 

Protection 

Q.F.  Hess 

35  -  32  -  02 

Environmental  Quality 

E.  Branchaud 

35  -  32  -  03 

Mechanical  Equipment 

T.  Van  Dusen 

35  -  32  -  04 

Executive  Assistant 

Lands  &  Waters  Branch 


L.H.  Eckel 

35  - 

33  - 

00 

Di rector 

R.S.  Hyslop 

35  - 

33  - 

01 

Control 

E.F.  Anderson 

35  - 

33  - 

02 

Land  Use  Coordination 

V.A.  Leonard 

35  - 

33  - 

03 

Acquisition 

Mining  Lands  Branch 


J.  McGinn 

35  - 

34  - 

00 

Di  rector 

J.H.  Kerr 

35  - 

34  - 

01 

Surveys 

F.W.  Matthews 

35  - 

34  - 

02 

Special  Projects 

W.  Good 

35  - 

34  - 

03 

Granted  Lands 

J.C.  Smith 

35  - 

34  - 

04 

Record! ng 

G.T.  Stevens 

35  - 

34  - 

05 

Special  Assignment  and 
Assessment  Work  Library 

Surveys  &  Engineering 

Branch 

R.G.  Code 

35  - 

35  - 

00 

Di  rector 

S.B.  Panting 

35  - 

35  - 

01 

Engineering  Services 

Vacant 

35  - 

35  - 

02 

Surveys 

M.B.  Smart 

35  - 

35  - 

03 

Ontario  Geographic  Names  Board 

J.  Bottertll 

35  - 

35  - 

04 

Admi ni strati  on 

DIVISION  OF  MINES 


Vacant 

35  - 

40 

6.  Lee 

35  - 

40 

J.A.  Stoddart 

35  - 

40 

E.  Matten 

35  - 
35  - 

40 

40 

Geolociical  Branch 

- g— —  ,  .  ..  — . 


00 

Executive  Director 

01 

Mine  Assessor 

02 

Assessment  Office 

03 

Mineral  Economics 

04 

Financial  Management 

Dr.  E.G.  Pye 

35  - 

41  - 

00 

Y.G.  Milne 

35  - 

41  - 

01 

G.R.  Gull  let 

35  - 

41  - 

02 

DoR.  Hewitt 

35  - 

41  - 

03 

S.A.  Ferguson 

35  - 

41  - 

04 

G.M.  Scott  (Mrs.) 

35  - 

41  - 

05 

J.A.  Haddon 

35  - 

41  - 

06 

Di  rector 

Geological  Services 

Resident  Geologists 

Industrial  Minerals 

Data  Retrieval  and  Education 

Review 

Cartography 


MINISTRY  OF  NA' 

FURAL 

RESOURCES  (CODE  35) 

PERSON  IN  CHARGE 

CODE 

SECTION  NAME 

DIVISION 

OF 

MINES 

-  CONT'D 

Laboratory  Services  Branch 

D.  A.  Moddle 

35  - 

42 

_ 

00 

Di rector 

A.  E.  Pitts 

35  - 

42 

- 

01 

Chemi stry 

B.  Hersom 

35  - 

42 

- 

02 

Stepectrography 

A.  Tuemer 

35  - 

42 

- 

03 

X-Ray 

J.  B.  Walsh 

35  - 

42 

- 

04 

Physical  Testing 

R.  Laakso 

35  - 

42 

- 

05 

Mi neralogy 

W.  Cummins 

35  - 

42 

- 

06 

Mineral  Set  Preparation 

Mines  Engineering 

- 

- 

H.  Davis 

35  - 

43 

— 

00 

Director's  Office 

C.  A.  Foster 

35  - 

43 

- 

01 

Pits  and  Quarries 

G.  G.  McPhail 

35  - 

43 

- 

02 

Mine  Rescue 

S.  T.  Schinzel 

35  - 

43 

- 

03 

Cable  Testing 

D.  D.  McLean 

35  - 

43 

- 

04 

Petroleum  Resources 

DIVISION 

OF 

PARKS 

AND  RECREATION 

35  - 

50 

— 

00 

Executive  Director 

D.  Simkin 

35  - 

50 

- 

01 

Policy  &  Advisory  Group 

Historical  Parks  Branch 

J.  R.  Sloan 

35  - 

51 

- 

00 

Di rector 

Parks  &  Recreation  Areas 

Branch 

J.  W.  Keenan 

35  - 

52 

_ 

00 

Di rector 

R.  H.  Hambly 

35  - 

52 

- 

01 

Development  and  Operatii 

T.  Lee 

35  - 

52 

- 

02 

Planning 

R.  Tilt 

35  - 

52 

- 

03 

Not  Designated 

Sport  Fisheries  Branch 

J.  D.  Roseborough 

35  - 

53 

- 

00 

Di rector 

G.  C.  Armstrong 

35  - 

53 

- 

01 

Planni ng 

D.  P.  Dodge 

35  - 

53 

- 

02 

Coordi nation 

F.  H.  Maher 

35  - 

53 

- 

03 

Management  Information 

J.  C.  Weir 

35  - 

53 

- 

04 

Admi ni strati ve 

Wildlife  Branch 

F.  Walden 

35  - 

54 

_ 

00 

Di  rector 

B.  Post 

35  - 

54 

- 

01 

Game  Management 

J.  Gage 

35  - 

54 

- 

02 

Field  Services 

G.  Brownell 

35  - 

54 

- 

03 

Accounts 

V.  Husek 

35  - 

54 

- 

04 

Extension 

35  - 

54 

- 

05 

Special  Projects 

82 


MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES  (CODE  35) 


PERSON  IN  CHARGE  CODE 

OTHER  UNITS 


SECTION  NAME 


Research  Branch 


Dr.  W.  Henson 
K.  H.  Loftus 
R.  0.  Stanfield 

D.  H.  Burton 

E.  B.  Dreyer 


35  - 

60  - 

00 

Di rector 

35  - 

60  - 

01 

Fi  sheri  es 

35  - 

60  - 

02 

Wi  1  dl i fe 

35  - 

60  - 

03 

Forestry 

35  - 

60  - 

04 

Administration  and  Operations 

35  - 

70  - 

00 

Niagara  Parks  Commission 

35  - 

70  - 

01 

St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission 

35  - 

70  - 

01 

St.  Clair  Parkway  Commission 

35  - 

71  - 

00 

Mining  Commission 

35  - 

72  - 

00 

Ontario  Energy  Board 

CONTACT  LEVEL 

CODE  LEVEL 


7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 


MINISTER 
DEPUTY  MINISTER 
ASSISTANT  DEPUTY  MINISTER 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
DIRECTOR 

SECTION  SUPERVISOR 
OTHER 
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APPENDIX  7 


CONTACT  CODE  REFERENCE  LIST  (FORM  B) 


NON-POLICY  FIELDS 

10  GOVERNMENT  SERVICES 

11  O.H.C. 

12  REVENUE 

13  TREASURY,  ECONOMICS  AND 
INTER-GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

14  MANAGEMENT  BOARD,  CIVIL  SERVICE 
COMMISSION,  PRIME  MINISTER’S  OFFICE 
PROVINCIAL  AUDITOR,  C.O.G.P. 

20  SOCIAL  DEVELOPMENT  POLICY  FIELD 

21  COLLEGES  AND  UNIVERSITIES 

22  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

23  EDUCATION 

24  HEALTH 

25  O.H.I.C. 

30  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  POLICY  FIELD 

31  AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 

32  ENVIRONMENT 

33  INDUSTRY  AND  TOURISM 

34  LABOUR 

35  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

36  TRANSPORTATION  AND  COMMUNICATIONS 

40  JUSTICE  POLICY  FIELD 

41  ATTORNEY  GENERAL 

42  CONSUMER  AND  COMMERCIAL  RELATIONS 

43  CORRECTIONAL  SERVICES 

44  O.P.P. 

45  SOLICITOR  GENERAL 


OTHER 

50  OTHER  ONT,  GOV’T  AGENCIES 

Alcoholism  &  Drug  Addiction  Research 
Foundation 

H.E.P.C. 

Liquor  Control  Board 
Liquor  Licence  Board 
0. E.C.A. 

Ontario  Arts  Council 
Ontario  Development  Corporation 
Ontario  Labour  Relations  Board 
O.P.C. 

O.R.F. 

O.S.C. 

W.C.B. 

60  REGIONAL  GOVERNMENTS 

71  PUBLIC  -  General 

72  PUBLIC  -  Client 

73  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  &  AGENCIES 

74  MUNICIPAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

75  PROFESSIONAL,  VOLUNTARY  AND 
OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 
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APPENDIX  8 


COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY 


The  purpose  of  this  questionnaire  is  to  assist  in  a  current  survey 
relating  to  communications  patterns  and  links  within  your  Ministry. 

It  also  relates  to  communications  links  between  Ministries  and  to 
staff  participation  in  Committees,  Councils  and  other  working  groups. 

You  are  requested  to  provide  the  required  information,  from  your  best 
recollection,  and  return  the  completed  Forms  A,  B  and  C  (attached)  to 
your  Ministry  liaison  officer.  Additional  Forms  A,  B  and  C,  are 
available  from  him  should  you  require  them. 

It  is  imperative  that  you  read  through  the  questionnaire  carefully  and 
fully  understand  the  instructions  before  attempting  any  of  the  answers. 
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COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY 


The  attached  sheets,  (Contact  Code  Reference  List  -  Form  A  and  Contact 
Code  Reference  List  -  Form  B)  List  organizational  divisions,  branches 
and  sections  within  your  Ministry,  other  Ministries  within  their  Policy 
Fields,  as  well  as  other  Agencies  and  groups.  These  two  listinqs  are  to 
be  used  by  you  to  describe  your  communications  contacts. 

Form  A  is  for  recording  the  monthly  frequency  of  SELF-INITIATED,  FACE- 
TO-FACE  contacts  within  your  own  Ministry.  Form  C  is  to  identify 
separately  the  Committees,  Councils,  etc.,  of  which  you  are  a  member. 

The  following  describes  the  utilization  of  each  of  these  forms. 


At  the  top  of  each  of  the  Forms  A,  B  and  C  is  an  eight  digit  code  block 
to  identify  the  origin  of  each  form  (additional  forms  are  available 
through  your  Liaison  Officer. 


Blocks  1  and  2  identify  your 
Ministry  Code,  e.g.  22  For  Community 
and  Social  Services  (reference  Contact 
Code  Reference  List). 

Blocks  3  and  4  identify  your 
Division  or  Branch  from  the  coding 
supplied  on  the  Contact  Code 
Reference  List  -  Form  A  e.g.  12 
for  Child  Welfare. 

Blocks  5  and  6  identify  your  Section 
e.g.  02  Case  Review 

Blocks  7  and  8  record  your  own 
visual  identifier  number  allocated 
when  your  receive  the  questionnaire. 


Form  A  (Self-Initiated,  face-to-face  contacts  within  your  Ministry) 


The  working  area  of  Form  A  is  divided  into  four  main  areas  or  sets  of 
columns.  The  first  and  second  columns  are  to  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  the  Contact  Code  Reference  List  for  your  ministry.  Please  look 
down  the  list  and  transcribe  the  name  of  each  work  unit  (excluding 
your  own)  with  which  you  initiate  face-to-face  contact  at  least  once 
each  month  in  the  course  of  your  work.  The  Contact  Code  Reference  List 
provides  the  numerical  coding  for  each  work  unit.  The  example  below 
illustrates  the  coding  if  the  Supervisor  of  Advisory  Services  of  the 
Youth  and  Recreation  Branch  were  one  of  the  contact  points  listed  in 
column  one. 
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COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY 


The  attached  sheets s  (Contact  Code  Reference  List  -  Form  A  and  Contact 
Code  Reference  List  -  Form  B)  list  organizational  divisions,  branches 
and  sections  within  your  Ministry,  other  Ministries  within  their  Policy 
Fields,  as  well  as  other  Agencies  and  groups.  These  two  listings  are  to 
be  used  by  you  to  describe  your  communications  contacts. 

Form  A  is  for  recording  the  monthly  frequency  of  SELF-INITIATED,  FACE- 
TO-FACE  contacts  within  your  own  Ministry.  Form  B  is  for  ALL  FACE-TO- 
FACE  contacts  with  others  outside  your  Ministry.  Form  C  is  to  identify 
separately  the  Committees,  Councils,  etc.,  of  which  you  are  a  member. 

The  following  describes  the  utilization  of  each  of  these  forms. 

At  the  top  of  each  of  the  Forms  A,  B  and  C  is  an  eight  digit  code  block 
to  identify  the  origin  of  each  form  (additional  forms  are  available 

through  your  Liaison  Officer. 


Blocks  1  and  2  identify  your 
Ministry  Code,  e.g.  35  for  Natural 
Resources  (reference  Contact  Code 
Reference  List). 

Blocks  3  and  4  identify  your 
Division  or  Branch  from  the  coding 
supplied  on  the  Contact  Code 
Reference  List  -  Form  A  e.g.  12 
for  Financial  Management. 

Slocks  5  and  6  identify  your 
Section  e.g.  08  for  Payroll. 

Blocks  7  and  8  record  your  own 
visual  identifier  number  allocated 
when  you  receive  the  questionnaire. 


Form  A  (Self- Initiated,  face-to-face  contacts  within  your  Ministry) 


The  working  area  of  Form  A  is  divided  into  four  main  areas  or  sets  of 
columns.  The  first  and  second  columns  are  to  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  the  Contact  Code  Reference  List  for  your  ministry.  Please  look 
down  the  list  and  transcribe  the  name  of  each  work  unit  (excl ud'; ng 
voui 


own )  with  which  you  initiate  face  to  face  contact  at" 

work. 


east  once 


each  month  in  the  course  of  your  work.  The  Contact  Code  Reference 
List  provides  the  numerical  coding  for  each  work  unit.  The  example 
below  illustrates  the  coding  if  the  Supervisor  of  the  Purchasing  Section 
of  the  Administrative  Services  Branch  were  one  of  the  contact  points 


listed  in  column  one. 
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Work  Unit  Identification 


Ministry 

Division  or  Branch 

Section 

Contact  Level 


There  is  an  importance  attached  to  the  "level"  of  the  face-to-face 
contact  which  you  make  and  you  are  requested  to  provide  this  information. 
The  code  number  for  contact  level  is  as  follows: 


Minister  7 
Deputy  Minister  6 
Assistant  Deputy  Minister  5 
Executive  Director  4 


Director  3 

Supervisor  2 

Other  1 

Instances  may  arise  where  contacts  are  made  at  more  than  one  level  within 
a  work  unit.  In  such  instances,  there  will  be  a  requirement  to  list  the 
work  unit  again  to  indicate  the  other  level (s)  of  contact. 

Monthly  Contact  Frequency 

The  third  and  fourth  column  blocks  identify  the  monthly  frequency  of 
self  initiated  face-to-face  and  telephone  contacts.  Please  fill  in  the 
normal  or  average  number  of  face-to-face  and  telephone  contacts  that 
you  make  with  the  work  unit(s)  identified  in  columns  one  and  tv/o  at 
the  left  of  the  sheet.  Telephone  contacts  made  should  not  be  shown 
unless  there  is  also  face-to-face  contact.  The  number  of  self-initiated 
contacts  that  you  indicate  are,  in  each  instance,  to  be  from  your  best 
recollection.  The  "peak"  blocks  are  to  indicate  if  there  are  periods 
within  the  year  when  the  frequency  of  contact  is  greater  than  the  normal. 
This  peak  estimate  is  to  be  entered  only  if  there  is  a  significant 
difference,  otherwise  left  blank.  The  "LOC"  block  is  to  identify  the 
predominant  location  of  where  the  face-to-face  communications  took  place, 
i.e,  in  your  own  office  or  building  in  contrast  with  that  of  the  person 
contacted.  For  this  identifier  please  insert  "0"  for  outside  your  work 
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Work  Unit  Identification 


Ministry 

Division  or  Branch 
Section 
Contact  Level 


There  is  an  importance  attached  to  the  “level"  of  the  face-to-face 
contact  which  you  make  and  you  are  requested  to  provide  this  information. 
The  code  number  for  contact  level  is  as  follows: 


Minister  7 
Deputy  Minister  6 
Assistant  Deputy  Minister  5 
Executive  Director  4 
Director  3 
Supervisor  2 
Other  1 


Instances  may  arise  where  contacts  are  made  at  more  than  one  level  within 
a  work  unit.  In  such  instances,  there  will  be  a  requirement  to  list  the 
work  unit  again  to  indicate  the  other  level (s)  of  contact. 

Monthly  Contact  Frequency 

The  third  and  fourth  column  blocks  identify  the  monthly  frequency  of 
self  initiated  face-to-face  and  telephone  contacts.  Please  fill  in  the 
normal  or  average  number  of  face-to-face  and  telephone  contacts  that 
you  make  with  the  work  unit(s)  identified  in  columns  one  and  two  at 
the  left  of  the  sheet.  Telephone  contacts  made  should  not  be  shown 
unless  there  is  also  face-to-face  contact.  The  number  of  self-initiated 
contacts  that  you  indicate  are,  in  each  instance,  to  be  from  your  best 
recollection.  The  “peak"  blocks  are  to  indicate  if  there  are  periods 
within  the  year  when  the  frequency  of  contact  is  greater  than  the  normal. 
This  peak  estimate  is  to  be  entered  only  if  there  is  a  significant 
difference,  otherwise  left  blank.  The  “LOC"  block  is  to  identify  the 
predominant  location  of  where  the  face-to-face  communications  took  place, 
i.e.  in  your  own  office  or  building  in  contrast  with  that  of  the  person 
contacted.  For  this  identifier  please  insert  "0“  for  outside  your  work 
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area  or  "1"  for  inside  your  own  work  area.  To  illustrate  an  application, 
these  two  columns  of  blocks  are  shown  below: 


Face-to-face  monthly  frequency  (7) 
(average  or  normal) 

Highest  face-to-face  frequency  (10) 
(in  any  one  month) 

Location  (outside  your  building) 

Telephone  monthly  frequency  (15) 

Highest  telephone  frequency  (24) 

(in  any  one  month) 


Form  B  (All  contacts  outside  your  Ministry) 

Form  B  is  essential ly  the  same  as  Form  A  with  minor  exceptions  but  is  to 
indicate  all  face-to-face  and  telephone  contact  frequencies,  sel f-i ni ti a ted 
or  otherwise.  Using  the  Contact  Code  Reference  List  -  Form  B,  please 
look  down  the  listing  and  transcribe  the  name  of  each  Ministry,  Policy 
Field  Secretariat  or  other  group  with  which  you  have  a  monthly  frequency 
of  contact  in  the  course  of  your  work.  The  example  below  illustrates 
columns  one  and  two  of  the  coding  form  using  the  Ministry  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations  as  a  contact  point: 


Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations 


Ministry  or  other  group 
-  To  be  left  blank 

4  *£  5  ■S'  Ti 


ED 


The  coding  blocks  from  columns  three  and  four  of  Form  B  are  repeated 
below  to  illustrate  as  an  example  data  which  might  be  placed  in  those 
coding  blocks: 


Face-to-face  frequency  (normal) 
Face-to-face  frequency  (peak) 
Face-to-face  (inside  your  work  area) 

Telephone  (peak) 

Telephone  (normal) 
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Form  C  (Participation  in  Committees,  Councils,  etc.) 


Form  C  is  to  present  your  membership  and  frequency  of  participation  in 
Committees,  Councils  and  other  working  groups.  The  identification 
block  at  the  top  of  the  sheet  is  the  same  as  for  Forms  A  and  B  and  the 
body  of  the  form  provides  spaces  to  list  the  name  of  the  group  and 
the  average  annual  number  of  tabulated  meetings.  Where  you  are  a  member 
of  the  executive  of  a  Committee,  Council  or  other  working  group  you  are 
requested  to  indicate  the  position  you  hold. 
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COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY  (INTRA-MINISTRY) 


Work  Unit 


Monthly  Contact  Frequency 
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COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY  (INTER-MINISTRY) 


Work  Unit 


'  Monthly  Contact  Frequency 

Work  Unit  Ref. Code  Face  -  to  -  Faca  Telephone 


1  ! 

BEI 

|l|l|j| 

8  10  11  U  *1  H  »G 

! 

l  ! 

sml 

Norm  Peak  L  INorm  Peak 


w  t.'L  15  i* 


□E  I  E 


H  ite  my  3o  31  >8.  •as  ?4 -  J«f"  .  i-V  it,  ^ 


»<  <fc. »££  07  ToTT 


•n  w  v*-  w.  ^  w  w  r«  ct  fi-  tv  <v  *» 


ipiiii' 

i 

rr 

n  r 

" 

SlE 

0_£T 

Ll 

.rt ; 

11- 

17  »«  7^  fO 


APPENDIX  9 


COMMUNICATION  SURVEY  SUMMARY  SHEET 
MINISTRY  O  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Q  COMMUNITY  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

DIVISION  _ 

BRANCH  _ 

WORK  UNIT  SURVEYED  QUESTIONNAIRES 


OUT  IN 

BRANCH  TOTALS  j  I  [ 

L_ 1  I 


LIAISON  OFFICER 


LOCAL 
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APPENDIX  10 


Name: 


FORM  "0“ 


COMMUNICATIONS  SURVEY  (COMMITTEE  MEMBERSHIP) 


Committees,  Councils,  Etc. 


Annual  Frequency 


Card  Field  in  error  Recommended  further  check 

is  one  of: _  Error  is  one  of:  before  resubmitting: _ 
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The  edit  program  checks  each  input  card  for  the  errors  described  above.  Each  input  card  contains  from  zero  to  four  descriptions  of  "contact". 
If  a  card  is  found  to  be  error-free,  each  description  (28  characters  including  24  from  the  input  card)  is  written  as  one  record  on  an  output  file. 

(If  a  destination  Ministry  code  is  composed  of  two  blanks,  the  associated  description  of  contact  is  considered  null  and  is  not  written  out).  If  a  card 
contains  one  or  more  errors,  it  is  listed  in  a  print  file  along  with  a  list  of  its  column  fields  which  are  in  error.  None  of  the  information  on  such  a 
card  is  written  on  the  output  file. 


APPENDIX  12 


97 


CONTACT  FREQUENCY  t  100‘ SI 


BRANCH  €  DIVISION  TO  BRANCH  L  DIVISION  TOTAL  CONTACTS  FACE  TO  FACE 


co 


co 


>o 

m 


in 


c c 

CD 


CC 

CD 


fO 


4- 

o 

o  >f 


o  cm 


0s 

a:  cn 


cd  cm 


CD  CM 


CH  CM 
CD  CM 


CM 


o 

CM 


<\l 


or  o 

CD  CM 


>! 

—  jO 


o 

r- 


in 

co 


BRANCH  £  0 1 V I  SI  ON  TO  PCUCY  FIELDS  AND  ASSOCIATED  SUBGROUPS  TOTAL  CONTACTS  FACE  TO  FACE 


u_  © 
a, 


<*• 


vt  t<i 
u. 

a,  © 

«/»  «$■ 


SM 


U.  'fr 

a,  ««■ 


»/» 

u. 

CL  © 
l/l  ff» 


u.  © 

CL  c*» 


UL 

a,  «n 


*vj 


APPEND 


X  14 


UL  HA 

a.  &*• 


il  co 

<2L 


1A 


U.  LA 

CL  f*- 


O 

vO 


y-  m 

a.  m 


u-  «m 

SL  £**° 


u- 

Cl  f- 


<$■ 

S$- 


y-  m 

cl  r- 


© 


<o 


y»  G“C 

a.  m 


U-  e-0 

a.  ^ 


a.  eo 
a.  s*. 


y-  >* 

a.  fw 


d-o  9A 

CM  LL 


<N! 


a  © 

*Si  CM 


5 A  IA 

IL 

Q»  O 
fM 


CO 


U.  CM 

CL  ^ 


UL  JO 

£L  fw 


CM 


LL  6A 

CL  CM 


IL  m 
CL  fr*» 


Wt 


UL  «A 
CL  g\8 


CM 


LL  © 

Cl 


y.  ^ 

cl  r- 


IA 

co 


IA 


LL  PH 
Cl  CM 


a-  ^ 

Gl  r*> 


© 

* 


LL 

a.  (gvs 


CL  © 
V5  AJ 


in 


IL  C 
Q.  O 


WO 

U- 

a  o 

wo  in 


CL  CM 


r-  wo 


a  © 

<Si  ^ 


SA 


o 

(fSJ 


>3*  WO 

u. 


iL  eo 

cl  r- 


IL  CM 
CL  f*» 


LL  «A 

CL  r- 


in  in 
oo  u. 

Q_  © 

WO  f-« 


I 


CL  O 
to  «-4 


IL 

Q.  t«3 


© 

m 


co  «/i  co 

u. 

UL  0-0 

Q.  CM  l/J  CO 


I 


CO 


UL  CO 

Cl  cm 


U»  CO 
CL  CO 


LL  O 

a.  m 


«/>  AJ 


CL  © 
<✓>  CM 


WL  CO 
Q.  <M 


CM 


IL 

a 


LL  i-c 
CL  «-» 


LL  © 
Cl 


CO 

«M 

LL  H  CM  U.  S? 
cl  r*  q.  ^ 


u-  a 
a  o 


r»  wo 


cm 

CM 


co 


a  c> 

on  m 


LL  CO 

a. 


LL  C 

a.  -« 


co 


CM 


U.  fO 

e“3 


UL  fM 

Cw  t«J 


UL  © 

a  ^ 


H 

*1 


'I 


o 

M* 


IL  C* 

a  r~t 


in 

UL 

a  © 

uo  w* 


u,  *■ 

a  •-» 


LL  CO 
CL  «-4 


^  LO  CM 


a.  © 

%n  r-« 


CM 


LL  CO 

a  ^ 


a.  c 

CL 


a  M- 

Cl  — 4 


LL  HI 

a.  m 


uo 

UL 

a  cr 

wo  cm 


4L  O 

A.  "0 


U»  <^5 
a  CO 


LL  CM 

a  co 


LL  fO 

CL  CO 


a, 

a  or 


LL  wo 

Qu  CO 


_  99  . 


SPFS 

10 


APPENDIX  #15 


NUMERICAL  SELECTION  CRITERIA  APPLICATION 
MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  &  SOCIAL  SERVICES 
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NUMERICAL  SELECTION  CRITERIA  APPLICATION 

MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
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6 

6 

19 

6 

Wildlife  Branch 

82.7 

2 

10 

69.1 

10 

8 

2.54 

3 

3 

21 

7 

Research  Branch 

100 

1 

5 

64.5 

3 

12 

2.10 

2 

2 

19 

6 
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APPENDIX  17 


COST  ELEMENTS 


APPLIES 

TO 

RELOCATION  TO 

INSIDE  i 

OUTSIDE 

COST 

ELEMENT 

METRO 

METRO 

NON- 

RECURRING  IMPLEMENTATION  COSTS 

(a) 

moving  of  office  furniture  &  files,  etc. 
to  new  location 

X 

X 

or 

(b) 

acquisition  of  new  furniture,  equipment 
as  required 

X 

X 

(c) 

installation  of  communications  and  elec¬ 
trical  facilities 

X 

X 

(d) 

accommodation  outfitting 

X 

X 

(e) 

salaries  &  fringe  benefits  of  staff  res¬ 
ponsible  for  planning  &  executing  move 

(X) 

X 

(f) 

moving  personnel  and  dependents  to  new 
location,  including  personal  allowances 

X 

RECURRING  ANNUAL  COSTS 

(a) 

accommodation 

X 

X 

(b) 

intercity  communication  line  to  Queen's 
Park 

X 

(c) 

transportation  and  travel  to  maintain 
necessary  face-to-face  contacts 

(X) 

X 

(d) 

provision  of  mail  and  cartage  services 

(X) 

X 

Note 

l 

(X)  denotes  that  element  may  not  be  applicable  in  all  cases 
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APPENDIX  18 


BENEFIT  ELEMENTS 


APPLIES  TO 
RELOCATION  TO 

BENEFIT  ELEMENT 

INSIDE 

METRO 

OUTSIDE 

METRO 

QUANTIFIABLE  BENEFITS 

(a) 

accommodation  cost  differential  (old-new) 
including  services,  maintenance 

X 

X 

(b) 

space  vacated  at  Queen's  Park  complex  = 
opportunity  cost  for  expansion 

X 

X 

(c) 

income  multiplier  effect  of  salaries  on 
municipality 

X 

NON-QUANTIFIABLE  BENEFITS 

(a) 

opportunity  for  institution  of  changes 
during  move 

X 

X 

(b) 

reduced  congestion  in  Queen's  Park  complex 

X 

X 

(c) 

opportunity  to  tie  into  Provincial  Govern¬ 
ment  development  policies 

X 

(d) 

increased  Government  visibility  in  new 
location 

(X) 

X 

NOTE: 

(X)  denotes  that  element  may  not  be  applicable 
in  all  cases. 
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